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ABSTRACT 

The National Crime Survey (NCS) program has conducted 
a continuous national survey and separate surveys in 26 central 
cities to study the l^act of crime on American society, Attitudinal 
inforraaticn cbtained frAro a 197t| survey of occupants of 4,916 housing 
units (9,301 residents ag~es16 and over) in New Orleans reflects crime 
trends, fear of crime, residential problems, and local police 
performance. The victimization survey found that attitudes and 
behaviors were not greatly influenced by personal experience as a 
victim. Despite the apprehension of New Orleans residents, fear of 
crimj^was not e major^reascn for ocving to or from a neighborhood nor 
was it an influence on shopping or entertainment activities. Most*' 
residents indicated: (1) fear for their own safety, especially women 
and older adults: (2) recognition of crime as a serious ntitional 
problem, and (3) a favorable evaluation of police performance. The 
appendices contain 37 data tables, the survey questionnaire, and 
information cn sample design and size, estimation procedures, 
estimated reliabilities, a.nd standard error, (NFS) 
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Preface 

Since early in llic I97()\. viclinu/alion surveys have 
been tarried oul under Ihc National CYnne Survey 
(N€S) program to provide insight into the impact of 
crime on American society. As one of the most ambi- 
tious efforts yet undertaken for filliiig some of the gaps 
in crime data, the surveys, carried out for the Law En- 
forcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) by the 
U.S. Bureau of the Census, are supplying the criminal 
justice comiiumity with new information on crime and 
its victims, complementing data resources already on 
hand for purposes of planning, evaluation, and analy- 
sis. Based on representative sampling of households 
and commercial establishments, the program has had 
two major elei^nts, a continuous,iiational survey and 
separate surveys in 26 central cities across the Nation. 

Based on a scientifically designed sample of housing 
units within each jurisdiction, the city surveys had a 
twofold purpose: the assessment of public attitudes 
about crime and related matters and thedi&velopment 
of information on the extent and nature of residents' 
experiences with selected forms of criminal victimiza- 
tion. The*attitudc questions were asked of the occu- 
pants of a random half of the housing units selected for 
the victimization survey. In order to avoid biasing re- 
spondents* answers to the attitude questions, this part 
of the survey was administered before the victimiza- 
tion questions. Whereas the attitude questions were 
asked of persons age 16 aiid over, the victimization 
survey applied to individuals age 1 2 and over. Because 
the attitude questions were designed to elicit personal 
opinions and ^perceptions as of the date of the 
irit^rview^ it was not necessary to associate a particular 
" time fra^ic with thi?> portion iaf the survey, cv^n though 
some queriesi made reference to a period of time pre- 
ceding the survey; On the other hand, the victimization 
questions referred to a fixed time frame—the 12 
months preceding the month of iiuerview-^ind re- 
spojndents were asked to retail details concerning their 
experienpgi? as yiptims of one or more of the following 
crimes, ,\^hethcr completed or attempted: rape, per- 
sonal robbery, assault, personal larceny* burglary, 
household larceny, and motor vehicle theft. In addi- 
tion, information about burglary and robbery of busi- 
nesses and C?rlftin other organizations was gathered by 
means of a victimization survey , of coinmercial estab- 



lishincnls, conducted separately {\om the houscholil 
suivcy. A picvious publication, i nnandl luiiniuii 
(ion !:>i4f vi\ys in AVu Orleans (1977), provided compic- 
hensive coverage of results from both the household 
and/ commercial victimiziition surveys. 

Attitudinal information presented in this report was 
obtained from interviews with the occupants ol 4,918 
ho\ising units (9.301 residents agcHO and ovoi ). oi 90.5 
pciccnt 1)1 the units eligible lor interview Results ol 
these interviews were inl!a(cd by means of a imillislage 
weighting procedure to produce estii^atcs applicable 
to all residents ag? 16 and over and to demographic 
and social subgroups of that population. Because they 
derived from a survey rather than a complete census, 
these estimates are subject to sampling cri or. I licy also 
are subject to Response and processing eiiors. I hc 
effects of sampling error or variability can be accu- 
rately determined in a carefully designed survey. In this 
report, analytical statement^ involving comparisons 
have met the test that the differences cited are equal to 
or greater than approximately two standard errors; in 
other words,«<he chances are at least 95 out of 100 that 
the differences did not result solely from sampling 
variability. Fstimates based on zero or on about 10 or 
fewer sample cases were considered unreliable and 
were not used in the analysis of^rvey results. 

The 37 data tables in Appendix I of this report are 
organized in a sequence that geneially corresponds to 
the analytical discussion. Two technical appendixes 
and a glossary follow the data tables: Appendix II 
consists of a facsimile of the survey questionnaire 
(Form NCS 6), and Appendix 111 supplies information 
on saniple design and s'ue^ the estimation procedure, 
reliability of estimates, and significance testing; it also 
contains standard error tables. 
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Crime and attitudes 

Diiiintt the I9()()s. ihc Picsiilcni's C oininissioii on 
Law I moicciiicMU aiul Administiattoii of Justice 
observed that "What America docs about crime 
depends ultimately upon how Americans see crime. 
. . . The lines along which the Nation takes specific 
action against crime will be those that the public be- 
lieves to be the necessary ones." Rs^cognition ol the 
importance of societal perceptions about crime 
prompted tlie Commission to authorize several public 
opinion surveys on the matter.' In addition to 
measuring the degree of concern over crime, those and 
subsequent surveys provided information on a variety 
of related subjects, such as the manner in which fear of 
crime affects people's lives, circumstances engendering 

Mear for personal safety, members of the population 
relatively more intimidated by or fearful of crime, and 
the effectiveness of criminal justice systems. Based on a 
sufficiently large sample, moreover, attitude surveys 
can provide' a means for examining the influence of 
victimization experiences upon personal outlooks. 
Conducted periodically in the same area, attitude 
surveys distinguish fluctuations in the degree of public 
concern; conducted under the same procedures in 
different areas, they provide a basis for comparing atti- 
tudes in two or more localities. With the advent of the 
National Crime Survey (NCS) program, it became 
possible to conduct large-scale attitudinal surveys 
addressing these and other issues, thereby enabling 
individuals to participate in appraising the status of 
public safety in their communities. 

Based on data from a 1974 attitudinal survey, this 
report analyzes the responses of New Orleans residents 
to questions covering four topical areas: crime 
trends, fear of crime, residential problems and lifestyles, 
and local police performance. Certain questions, relat- 
ing to household activities, were asked of only one 
person per household (the "household respondent"), 
whereas others were administered to all persons age 16 
and over ("individual respondents"), including the 

- household respondent. Results were obtained for the 
total nieasured population and for several demographic 
and social subgroups. 

M^trsidenr» Comn)ission on Ijiw Enforccmcnl and Administra- 
tion of Jmycc. Challenf^e oj Crime in a Free Sin iety, Washing- 
ton, D.t: U.S. Governmciu Priming QfTfc^ February 1967, pp. 
49 53. * ^ ' " 



Concepiually, the survey mcorporatcd questions 
pci taming to bchavioi as well as opinion. C'ouccinmg 
behavior, foi example, each respondent loi a house- 
hold was asked where its members shopped for food 
and other merchandise, where they hved before 
moving to the present neighborhood, and how long 
they had lived at that address. Additional questions 
asked of the household respondent were designed to 
elicit opinions about the neighborhood in general, 
about the rationale for sclcctmg that paftftrular com- 
munity and leaving the former residence, and about 
factors that influenced shopDing practices. None of the 
questions asked of the hpiusehold respondent raised 
the subject of crime. Respondents were free to answer 
at will. In contrast, most of the individual attitude 
questions, asked of all household members age 16 and 
over, dealt specifically with matters relating to crime. 
These persons were asked for viewpoints on subjects 
such as crime trends in the local community and in the 
Nation, chances- of being ||prsonally attacked or 
robbed, neighboVhood safety during the day or night, 
the impact of fear of crime on behavior, and the effec- 
tiveness of the local police. For many of these ques- 
tions,* response categories were predetermined and 
interviewers were instructed to probe for answers 
matching those on the questionnaire. 

Although the attitude survey has provided a wealth 
of data, the results are opinions. For example, certain 
residents may have perceived crime as a growing threat 
or neighborhood safety as deteriorating, when, in fact, 
crime had declined and neighborhoods had become 
safer. Furthermore, individuals from the same neigh- 
borhood or with similar personal characteristics 
and/ or experiences may have had conflicting opinions 
about any given issue. Nevertheless, people's opinions, 
beliefs, and perceptions about crime are important be- 
cause they may influence behavior, bring about 
changes in certain routine activities, affect household 
security measures, or result in pressures on local 
authorities to improve police services.' 

The relationship between victimi/iition experiences 
and attitudes is a recurring theme in the analytical 
section of this report. Information concerning such 
experiences was gathered with separate question- 
naires, Forms NCS 3 and 4, used in administering the 
victimization component of the survey. Victimization 
survey results appeared in Criminal Victimizaiion Sur- 
veys in New Orleans ( 1977), which also contains a de- 
tailed description of the survey-measured crimes, a dis- 
cussion of the limitations of the central city surveys, 
and facsimiles. of Forms NCS 3 and 4. For the purpose 
of this report, individuals wl)o were victims of the 



following crimes, whcthci completed oi nttcmpted, 
during the 12 months prior to the month ol the in- 
terview were considered "victimized': rape, personal 
robbery, assault, and personal larceny. Similarly, 
members of households thai Ofpcricnccd one or more 
ol three types of offenses burglary, household 
larceny, and motor vehicle theft— were aitegorized as 
victims. Ihese crimes are defined in the glossary 
Persons who experienced crimes other than those 
measured by the progaun, or who were victimized by 
any of the relevant offenses outside of the 12-month 
reference period, were classified as "not victimised." 
Limitations inherent in the victimization survey— that . 
may have affected the accuracy of distinguishing 
victims from nonvictims— resulted from the problem 
of victim recall (the differing ability of respondents to 
remember crimes) and from the phenomenon of 
telescoping (the tendency of some respondents to 
recount incidents occurring outside, usually before, 
the appropriate time frame). Moreover, some crimes 
were sustained by victims outside of their city of 
residence; these may have had little or no effect in the 
formation of attitudes about local mattcrs. 

Despite the difficulties in distinguishing precisely 
between victims and nonvictims, it was deemed impor- 
tant to explore the possibility that being a victim of 
crime, irrespective of the level of seriousness or the fre- 
quency of occurrence, has an impact on behavior and 
attitudes. Adopting a simple dichotomous victimiza- 
tion experience variable victimized and not victim- 
ized—for purposes of tabulation and analysis also 
stemmed from the desirability of attaining the highest 

possible degree of statistical reliability, even at the cost / 

of using these broad categories. Ideally, the victim ^ 

category should have distinguished the type or serious- 

ne$s of crimes, the recency of the events, and/ or the 

nuftiber of dffensessustained.^Sucha proccdureseem- 

ingly would hftvt yielded more refined measures of the * 

fcffects of crime upon attitudes. By reducing the 

number of sample cases on. which estiniates were 

based, however, such a subcategorization of victims 

would have weakened the statistical validity of com- ^ 
parisons between the victims and nonvictims. 



.^Survey resuhs presented in this report contain AUitudihal ddta 
furnished by the victims of ^lerics victimiwition8"(sec glossary). ^ 

.r o 2 , . •. .. 
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Summary 



woriicii were much inoic likely ihan men lo liuve e\- 
picsscil Icai 1)1 peisDiiiil siilely when alone in (he lu igh 
1)01 hood a I lu^lu. OUlei pci sons weie inoic m*. lined lo 
have said Ihey lesUieied Iheii aciivilics because ol 
ciune, and whiles laled poliee peilornianee as good 
relatively more ollen than blacks. 



Despite the large number ol New Orleans residents 
who'^^oieed af>prehensioii over then chances ol benig 
lobbeil oi attacked, enme oi the Tear ol cnme diil not 
emerge as a inajor reason f or movitig to or away from a 
neighborhood or as an influence over shopping and en- 
tertainment practices. Only about 7 percent of all per- 
sons had entertained notions of moving away because 
of criiiH\ and a nominal percentage identified crime as 
their neigliborhooiTs most seiious problem. In 
geiieiaL issues relating to convenience, location, the 
cnvironnient, jobs, and traffic were far more impoi tant 
than crime to New Orleans householders. 

When the survey focused specifically on the subject 
of crime, however, a considerable proportion of resi- 
dents expressed fear lor their own salety or (or that ol 
others. For instance, more than 4 in 5 persons felt that 
crime had increased nationally or that people generally 
had limited their activities because of crime. The vast 
majority of persons said that crime was as serious as 
portrayed by the media, if not more serious, and only 
about half of all residents fell safe in their own neigh- 
borhoods when out alone at night. Most residents, 
however, did not seem to hold the police accountable 
for their concerns about crime, as approximately 8 of 
every 10 persons felt that the local force was perform- 
ing /leceptably. In fact, certain of the indications of 
personal concern over crime did not appear to be well 
founded, since 94 percent of the residents stated that 
their neighborhoods were either as safe as other parts 
of the metropolitan area, or less dangerous, and 82 per- 
cent of those who expressed fear for personal safely did 
not consider their vicinity dai\gerous enough to 
consider moving away. 

Attitudes were not greatly inlluenced by experience 
with criminal victimization during the year preceding 
the survey. Although there was a slightly greater ten- 
dency for victims to think that crime had increased 
both nationally and in their neighborhood, that parts 
of New Orleans were unsafe, and that crime or other 
probjeins existed within the neighborhood, many 
re,sponse differences between victims and nonviciims 
were marginal, if they existed at all. Generally, there 
was a greater degree of attitudinal contrast on the basis 
of personal characteristics, including age, sex, or race, 
than there was between victims and iionvietims. Thus, 
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Chart A. Summary findings about crime tranda 
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Chart B. Summary findings at>out fear of crime 
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Chart C. Summary flhdings about residential problems 
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Ct)iyr|j>. Summary findings about pollca performance 
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Crime trends ' ■tv^ ^ 

This section of thr report deals with the perceptions 
of^lew Orleans rcsiden!s^\vith respect to naiional and 
community crime trends/|KMSonal wifcty, and the 
accuracy with which newspapers and television were 
thought to be reporting the crime problem. Tht 
fmdings were drawn from Tables I through 6, fouhd in 
Appendix I. The relevant questions, appearing nilhe 
facsimile of the survey instrument (Appendix II), are 
9a, 9c, lOa, 12, 15a, am] I5b;each question was asked 
of persons 16 and over. 

U.S. crime Irands \. - 

The vast majority of Ne>^rleans residents (86 per- 
cent) felt that crime in the Uim^d States had increased 
in the last year or two. Eight percent believed that it re~ 
jnained about the same, whereas only 2 percent stated 
that it had increased. Some 4 percent either did not 
know if a change had occurred or failed to respond. On 
the whole, these proportions did not differ muchTtf at 
all, within categories of age, sex, race, or victimiziition 
experience. 

Neighborhood crime trends 

Opinions about change in the amount of neighbor- 
hood crinje differed noticeably from those expressed 
about national crime trends. The single largest group 
of New. Orleans residents (43 percent) felt that crime 
had remained about the same, and about 6 percent 
reported that it had decreased. On the other hand, 
approximately 37 percent, or fewer than half the 
number of residents who ^aid thfet crime had risen 
nationally, believed that crime had increased in their 
neighborhoods, A substantial number of respo^ents 
(14 percent) had no thoughts on the matter, djd not 
answer, or had not lived in the community long enouch 
to form an opinion. Observations differed little 
according to age, sex, or race of the respondents. Vic- 
timization experience, hoyever, was clearly related to 
the feeling (Nt neijghbor hood Crime had increased, 
Approximately 44 pcVcent of those victimized s&xd that 
crime had risen, compared with 34 percent among 
nonvictims. , 

Only about 6 percent of the city's residents consid- 
ered their own neighborhoods more or niuch^more 
hazardous than other parts of New Orleans because of 
crime. Most felt that their neighborhoods wet;c Average 



(» peieent) oi less dangeiDUs (.'^S) than otluis Kela 
ti\ely nuMC whites than blac ks (6^ \ s 44 pett rnt) lelt 
thni neighboihoods weic dangeious. wlu icas hKu ks 
were more likely to have thought that theirs weic about 
average (48 vs. 31 percent). 

Who are the offenders? 

liy a inaij^in gicatei than 3 to I. Neu Orleans lesi- 
dents believed that outsideis rather than per sons li\ mg 
in the vicinity were responsible tor eominitting nu)st 
neighborhood crime. However^ approximately 12 
percent of the population did not know the identity of 
the offenders, 6 percent said.no crimes were taking^ 
place in the neighborhood, and answers were not avail- 
able for 1 percent. Six percent attributed thecomniis- 
su)n of crimes equally to neighbt)!ing people and 
outsiders. 

Opinions concerning the perpetrators of neighbor- 
hood crime varied little according to the sex or ra<i;c of 
the respondeiU; However, victims were more incJin?^ 
than nonvictims (21 vs, 12 percent) to blame neighbor- 
hood residents for crime, and younger persons tended 
to hold^ocal residents accountable more readily lhan 
older ones. Thus, 22 percent of those age 16 24 
attributed crimes to people living in their own neigh- 
borhood» compared with 8 percent of those 50 and 
over: This finding may be related to the tendency of 
younger residents to be victimized by persons of 
similar age. ^ The respondent's age did not appear to be 
meaningfully related to the belief that crimes were 
carried out by outsiders. 

Chances of personal victimization 

In order to assess perceptioa^bout changes in the 
probability of being robbed or attacked, survey par- 
ticipants were shown a printed card and asked to 
choose among a limited number of response catc- 
gori^. Slightly more than two-thirds stated that their 
ch^nctes of being victimized had increased in recent 
years, a finding not supported by the prevalence of 
beliefs that one's neighborhood was less dangerous 
than elsewhere and that neighborhood crime cither 
had remained the same or had decreased. Approxi- 
mately one-fourth indicated that their likelihood of 
being robbed or athicked had remained the same. 



^Ahioag victimi/ations involving only one a5.^ilaMt, some three- 
fifths of personal robberies, as well as aswnilts. against persons age 
12 19 were perceived by victims as having been committed by 
offenders age 12 20. Sec tJnitcd States. National Crrmiijiil Justice 
Information and Statistics Service. <^riminanu'timi::ati(>n Surveys 
m New Orleans. Washington. D.C.; U.S. Government Priming 
Office. 1977, Data Tabic 14. 



whereas some 5 ficrcenl responded (hat it had do- 
creased. l\\ most instances, attitudes did not dillcr snb- 
stantially among the various population groups under 
study. Forcxampic, women were only slightly more in- 
dined than men to think their chances of being, vie- 
tinu7ed had risen (70 vs, 66 percent) ^ind less likely to 
believe they had stayed (he same (22 vs, 26), Whites 
more often than blacks sensed that their chances of 
being robbed or attacked had gone up (73 vs. 63 per- 
cent); otherwise, the responses of whites and blacks 
were not substaiitially different. Age was a factor 
4mong persons 25 -64, who were sUghtly more likely 
than those outside that range to believe that their 
chance of being victimized had gone up. Victims were ' 
si^mewhai more apt than nonvictims to state that their 

chancer had gone up (72 vs. 66 percent). 

> ». 

Crimt and th« media ^ 

When asked to evaluate the seriousness .of crime as 
pc*rtraye<f in newspapers and on television, some 46 
percent of the population indicated that crime was 
about as serious us reported by the media and 43 
percent feJt that it was even more serious. Seven per- 
cent of the residents concluded tha,t crime was less 
serious than depicted, ^nd a total of 4 percent ex- 
pressed no opinion of declined to answer. In gencraK 
attitudes reflfecting the manner in which crime was re- 
ported by the news media varifed little according to age, 
race, sex, or victimization experience of the respon- 
dent, even though some of the differences were statisti- 
cally signincant. 




Fear of crime 



Among other things, results covered thus (av have 
shown thiit many lesideiits ol New ()i leans believed 
Clime had mcieased over tlic years leading up to the 
survey, and. in addition JcU then own chances ol being 
attacked or robbed had riscit Whether or not they 
feared for ihcir personal safety is a matter treated in 
this section of the report. Also examined is the impact 
of the fear of crime Qn activity patterns and on consid- 
erations regarding cliMiiges ol residence. Survey ques- 
tions I la, lib, llc,.Ua, 13b, 16a, 16b, and I6c-a;i 
asked of persons agr*i6 (knd over —and Data Tables \7 
through 18 are rcfcrcni|jCd here. 

Crime at a deterrent to mobility 

As a measure of the influence of crime on everyday 
life, residents were asked if there were certain parts of 
New Orleans that they wished or needed to enter 
during the day, but avoided because of crime. Some 8 1 
percent of the residents expressed no reservation about 
such travel Abou\ l6 percent were fearful, and pre- 
dictably, those victimized during 1973 wei^ more likely 
than nonvictims to feel intimidated (21 vs. 14 percept). 
Even among those victimized, however, a clear 
majority (77 pejr^nl) were not afraid of moving about 
during the day. Although there were statistically 
significant differences between the responses of males 
and females^ as'^ well as between those of blacks and 
whites, these variations were not large, and the pattern 
of answers according to age group was also relatively 
stable. 

Concerning the relijctance to move about the city at 
night, 23 percent of New Orleans residents communi- 
cated fear of crime, with a substantial majority (70 
percent) indicating they felt secure in visiting any 
section of the metropolitan area at night when the need 
or wish arose. Few substantial response differences ap- 
peared between whites and blacks, females and males. 

^:>A^jiC^TniZcd residents voicccf fear relatively more often 
than nonvictims (29 vs. 21 percent). With the notable 

y exception of those age 65 and over, attitudes about 
visiting parts of New Orleans at nighj were not 
markedly different according to age level. Members of 
that senior^hiost group were less reluctant than indi- 
viduals in any younger age group to express fear about 
going to other parts of the city at night— a situation 
that may have stemmed from a lack of interest in going 
to places away from home/ ^. 



Neighborhood safety 

An tUci wlu'lining niajtml) o\ pnsnns (HH pcui nt) 
bald Ihey Icit, o\ would feci, vrfy o\ leaNcinahly sale 
when OIK alone ni iheii neighborhood durmg (he day. 
In contrast, only 8 percent expressed some degree of 
fear lor personal salety. Males were somewhat more 
likely than females to leel very or reasonably sale {^)^ 
vs H4 peieent). wheieas the eUleily (age and ovci) 
felt relatively less seciiie than peisoiisnge \U 64. Vie 
(imi/ation expejiencc had no meaninglul elleel on 
response. 

Far more people (47 vs. 8 percent) expressed rcscr- 
( vation about being (>jit alone in their neighborhood at 
nigh! than during the day. Whereas 88 percent (cit 
reasonably or very safe during the day, 53 percent con- 
sidered themselves secuie at mghl Among respond- 
ents who felt somewhat or very unwife when out alone 
al night, women outnumbered men by a wide margin 
(61 vs. 28 percent), wilh differences cvidcnl between 
the proportions for matching age groups of each sex. 
In fact, whereas a majority of males (7 I percent) con- 
sideixxl themselves sale, the oppo|ii!e was true for 
females. 

Persons age 35 and over generally considered them- 
selves less secure than younger ones. Thus, 61 percent 
of persons in each of the three age groups between 16^ 
and 34 felt safe when alone in the neighborhood at 
night, convpaied with 55 percent for individuals age . 
35 49, 47 percent among those persons 50 to65,and 35 
percent for those 65 and over. Like the findings for 
daytime safety, victimisation cj^pericnce contributed 
little to the molding of attitudes: about 54 percent of 
nonvictims felt safe, compared with^5l percent of 
victims, a nominal though statistically signifywrnts 
difference. ^ ^ 

Crime at a cause for moving away 

New Orleans residents who expressed some degree 
of fear for personal safety when i)Ut alone in the 
vicinity of their homes either during the day or night 
were asked if the neighborhood was dangerous enough 
to cause them to think seriously about moving else- 
^where, Despite the substantial proportion of residents 
who voiced concern about safety, particularly at night, 
82 percent of the members of this group did no( 
consider their neighborhoods to be sufficiently 



Ml should be emphasized that rcspondcnis wcnf not queried 
regarding all pans of the ineiropoliiah area but only about fho.sc 
ihcy nenied or desired lo ciiicr. Phus, ii U reasonable lo assume ihai 
high-risk places, those mosi highly feared* were excluded from con- 
sidcrtiiion by many respondents. Had the questions applied uil- 
condiiionally lo all sectors of the area, ihe pattern of response no 
doubi would have differed. 
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perilous to think of moving. Sixteen percent had con- 
templated moving, and lesponsc^ were unavadabic lor 
the remaining 2 percent. 

t)cspitc their relatively low concern about neighbor- 
hood safety, males were slightly more inclined than 
females (19 vs. 15 percent) to have considered moving. ^ 
The difference between blacks (20 percent) and whites 
(12) who contemplated moving was also statistically 
significant, and victimi/xd residents were more than 
twice as likcTy as nonvictims to have thought seriously 
about moving elsewhere (25 vs. II pcrcoH). 

Crlmt a* a omu99 

for •ctlvity modification 

With regard to restrictions or changes in activity 
|brcause of the fear of crime, the position of New 
Orleans residents generally paralleled that concerning 
the issue of crime trends, i.e., the belief that the impact 
of crime was greater upon pci^ons other than their 
neighbors and themselves. Abotit 17 in 20 residents 
believed that people in general had modified their 
activities because they were afraid of crime. Asked if 
|>eople ill their own neighborhood had done so, 62 per- 
cent responded affirmatively, and the proportion di- 
minished further when the subjects were as[ked if they 
had personally altered their activities because of crime. 
About half said tjiey had done so. 

Ckrtain differences emerged depending on the indi- 
viduafs sex, race, age, or victimiTjation experience. For 
exaniple, 59 percent of all females said they had 
changed their activities for fear of crime, compared 
with 4 1 percent of all males. Among blacks and whites, 
a smaller difference was evident: 57 percent. of blacks 
said they had modified theit> personal activities, co||- 
pared witli 47 percent of whites. As with previous re- 
sponses concerning neighborhood safety, the propor- 
tion of persofis indicating a limitation or change in 
activities appeared to increase with age, from 38 
percent among tl\c 16-19 age group to 58 percent 
among those 50 and over, although differences 
between percentages f(|r the intervening groups were 
not necessarily significant. 



^This o&servAtion is somewhat mitleading $i,nce only t\i6ic who 
exVramdieiir.wert Mkcd the queition. Thtu; otily 28 percent pf all 
itialei r«»iK>ii4^, con^mited with 61 perceitt of iilfemaki. Asa pro- 
portion of tlie ioUil population aft 16 and ovt^n 9 percent of females 
and S percent of m\n had tliotiiht of moving. 



Residential problems 
and lifestyles 

I hc initial attitude survey questions wcic dcsignal 
togallici intoi inaiion about cci tain specific behavioral 
practices of New Orleans householders and to explore 
perceptions about a wide range of community prob- 
lems, one of which was crime. As indicated in the section 
entitled "C rime and Atlitud<^," certain questions weie 
asked ot only one member of each household, kiiown 
as the household respondent, information gathcicd 
from such persons is treated in this section of the report, 
and found in Data Tables 19 through 26; the pertinent 
data were based on survey questions 2a lhrougl\7b. In 
addition, the responses to questions 8a through 8f, 
relating lo certain aspects of personal lifestyle, also are 
examined m thi«i section; the I'clevant questions were 
asked of all household members age 16 and over, 
including the household respondent, .ancf the results 
are displayed in Data Tables 27 through 30. /Vs can be 
seen from the questionnaire, and unlike the procedure 
used in'McveloiJing the information discussed the 
two preceding sections of this leport, the questions 
thdif served as a basis for the iQpics covered ht:re did not 
rewal to respondents tUat the development of data on 
^ crime was the main purpose of the survey, 

NeiQhborhood problems 
and Miecting a hoihe 

About 52 percent of NeVv Orleans householders had 
lived at the siime address for a period not exceeding 5 
years. Respondents for this group were asked the most 
important reason for sele(;ting their neighborhood^. 
Forty-eight percent regarded th^ location and char- 
l^icteristics of the area, including the quality of schools^ 
^ as main considerations. Thirty-seven percent indicated 
that the price had bcen^right, that the dwelling's char- 
ttcteris^ics ap|>ealed to them, or that the neighborhood 
was the only place where housing could be found* In 
contrast, onjy abotit 2 percent cited safety from crime 
as the tnain reason they moved to the neighborhood, 
VlqUmization experience or inconio level did not 
markedly affect the pattern of re^Onses, except that 
families with annual incomes of l^s than $3»000 were 
much more likel)' than those earning $15,000 or more 
(28 yf>. 4 percent) to Ijave identjified |a^)^6f clioice.as the 
main itason for settling if^ the ^neighborhood. 
/ Similarly, blacks \werc about three times rts apt as 

<^ AO : ' ■./'. 



whites to have mciUioncd lack ol ihour (2? \s 7 
|>CKcM\!) ayd less liki l\ to li:i\r pii krti :\ iuM|^lih(>rhood 
on tl\C basis ol its location ( IK \s pcnont) 

Asked about the most important reason for leaving 
their former place of residence, two-thiids ol these 
same household respondents (i.e., those living at the 
sanie address lor 5 yeais oi less) memioncd the unde- 
suahihty ol the previous ihsellmg oi neighlu)i hood, 
the neeil loi a inoie convenient location, oi theclesiie 
\o\ heltei Ol moie allordable housing. A niJininal pm 
portion 3 percent cited crime in the old neighbor- 
hood as the picvailing reason for moving away. 

All household respondents were asked if there was 
anything they disliked about their neighborhoods. 
Sixiy-cight percent had no complaints, Jmd 31 percent 
cited one or more causes foi dissatislaetioii Although 
lew differences weie evident according to income level 
crime victims voiced general discontent appreciably 
more often than nonvictims (41 vs, 26 percent), and 
relatively more blacksihan whites (34 vs. 29) were dis- 
satisfied. Regarding the most serious neighborhood 
problem, those who expressed dislikes identified envi- 
ronmental issues, such as trash, noise, and overcrowd- 
ing as most bothersome (36 percent); problems with 

^neighbors and the influx of bad elements were cited by 
about 24 percent; and 9 percent listed traffic and 
parking as the main difficulties. Some 17 percent-^ or 
about 5 percent of all household respondents— indi- 
cated that crime was their prime concern. Among 
those who said crime was the worst problem, there 
were no significant response differences according to 
nice and few appreciable ones across, income categories, 

^except that members of families having annuaf 
incomes of less than $3,000 were the most likely (ohave 
been troubled by neighborhood crinlc. 

V 

' \ ■ 

^ood and m^rchandlte ^ 
•hopping practices . ^ 

^ Sixty-nine percent of New Orleans household re- 
spondents said they did their major food ^hopping in 
neighborhood stores; the bulk of the others said thfey 
shopped elsewhere. Although the choice of shopping 
sites differed relatively little according to the respond- 
ent's income level or victimisation experience, blacky 
were slightly less disposed Mhan whites to do their 
major food shopping in the neighborliood (63 vs. 74 
percent). Persons who" indicated that fox>d shopping 
was done outside their own vicinity were asked about 
the reason fordoing so. Fifty-nine percent cited the un- 
availability or inadequacy of neighborhood storcs,'and 
32 percent said higher prices in local shops prompted 
them to buy elsewhere. Only about I percent of the re* 
spondents specifically mentioned the influence of 
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CMinc 1)1 ihe Iciir ol crime o\h\ slu)p|)in|i» hahils 

C oupkd Willi qucslions »il)i)m toDii slu)|)})ui^. 
household icspoiulcnls wcic «iskcd wlicu: lhc> pui 
chased clothing and general mcichiindisc lioin snb 
III ban or neighborhood eenicri>. on ihe one hiind. or 
lr<Mii downiown shops, on the olhcr I orlv nine 
percent said they usually shopped m suburban or 
iK^ighboi hood stores and 4H perceiU inciUjoned down 
town stoics a stiitistKiilly msigiuliciinl ddleicnce 
Vicnmi/aiion experience seetncd to be oidy nuiiginall) 
ichited to choice of shopping sites, but some interest- 
ing contrasts surlaced among households dilTcrcnii- 
atcd either by race or income. Blacks were more apt 
than whites to shop downtown (59 vs. 39 peicenl). 
wlieieas whites preleiicd subuiban iind nei^boilu)od 
stores (58 \s 38). Members ol lanuhes wiili aiuuial 
incomes ol less than $3,000 were lar more likely than 
those earning $15,000 or more to shop downtown (63 
vs. 27 percent). 

Household respoiulents were asked about reasons 
why they preleired shopping lor general merchandise 
ill one area as opposed to aiu)ther Both gioups ol 
shoppers cited convemciuc as the single most im 
portani attraction. A small proportion (2 percent) ol 
suburban or neighborhood shoppers mentioned crime 
as the reason for not patronizing downtown stores. 

Entertainment practices 

A brief group ol^jnestions concerning lecreiition 
and entertainment Was administered to all household 
mcmbcn<i age 16 and over, including tlic household 
respondents. Asked if they went to restaurants, 
theaters, and other places for evening entertainment 
liiore or less often than in the lecerA past, 46 percent of 
New Orleans residents replied that the frequency had 
remained about the same, 38 percent said they went 
out less often, and 15 percent indicatecj they'went out 
more often. Differences between the responses of men 
and women were small, as were those for blacks and 
whites. Persons who fiad been victimized were more 
likely than nonvictims to indiqate that they went out 
both more and less often — a contradiction attrib- 
utable, in part, to the greater proportion of nonvictims 
who siiid they had not changed their frequency of en- 
tertainment . As might be expected , young persons (age 
16 19) wet'c far more likely {hm those age 65 and over 
to have increSs^iJ their use of entertainment facilities 
(46 vs. 4 percent). 

Among those who had restricted their entertainment 
activities, 14 percent identified crime as the major 
reason for doing so, Resi^ctxls who patronized enter- 
tainment facilities at least once a month were asked 
about the general location of siich places. Eighty-three 



priccnl ol (Ins snhgionp usujilh frequented icslau 
i«ims and llu.ilcis \Mll\ii\ llic toinp.iieii \Mlli 

;iboul 8 peucni w ho icgul.u ly went to phiccs outside ol 
New Orlenns Asked to explain their prcrcieiice loi one 
site over anoihci, 9 percent of those who went out of 
the city alluded to the problem of crime downtown 
l-oi both gioups, howevei, |)ersoiial convenience and a 
picleieiKc toi lacililies Mnked as the ma|0! 
iillnu lions 
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Local police performance 
• 

Follo^5|^ng Ihc scries of qucHtions conccining 
neighborhood safely and crime as a deierleMi lo 
personal mobilily, individUhls age 16 and over wore 
asked lo assess Ihc overall performance of ihc local 
police and lo suggcsi ways, if any, in which police 
effectiveness might be improved. Data Tables 31 
through 37. derived from siinxy questions 14a and 
I4h. contain the results on which this discussion is 
based. 

htm th«y doing • good, av^rag^, or poor |ob? 

Provided that nilings of "average" and "good'' can 
be construed to signify approval, thet) the vast 
majority (83 percent) of New Orleans residents were 
satisfied with the performance of their police. Some 12 
percent gave a rating of *pooi/' There were no 
appreciable differences between the percentages of 
males anclfen>alc;s, or of victims and nonviclims. who 
rated the police as average. Black or younger residents 
(age 16-34) were more apt than white or pider ones, 
respectively, to have rated police performaoee as 
average. Whereas older persons (age 35 and over) rated 
Ihc police as good more freely than younger residents, 
the latter ^avc relatively more ratings of rfvcrage or 
poor. « pattern that tended to apply regardless of sex 
or race. In addition to these response differences 
rctatcd to age. evaluations ^the police varied 
markedly depending on the respondent s race. For 
example, whites were about twicqas likely blacks to 
rate the police workTas good (55 vs. 28 percent), 
v^^hcrcas blacks were far more likely to characterize it 
* as poor (19 vs, 7 |)crcent). Pcrpns not victimized by 
crim^ in the previous year wprc mo^ inclined than 
victim^ to evaluaJtc police performance as good and 
less likely to classify it as poor. 

How ean th^ pollc* Improve? 

. Pe^ioiif who nated the quality of police services were 
askeh for jiMggcsfions that might improve the 
ef(cctiveneS8 of the force. Although mOst residents 
offered a variety of recommendations, about 11 
percent said that no improvement was needed. There 
was np significant difference between the proportion * 
of males and females who saw no need' for 
imprevement^ >^nd whites were only slightly more - 
''^ inclined than blacks to have $«id that no changes were 



icciuiicd. Rcsidcnis age ^'S and dvci wcic st)inc\vh;ii 
inoic likcl) than ytuingci ours \o src no m\\\ \o\ 

Of persons who offered opinions as lo how I he 
pohce might improve. 46 pcrcxrnl singled oul measures 
relating to the adequacy of personnel resources (i.e.. 
the need ♦for additional, betlci trained, oi more 
qualilied peisoimcl). vSome 36 percent desiied changes 
in the opeiational prao^ces oj the lorecaiul about 12 
percent alluded !o needctf^t^piovements in the lield ol 
community relations.^ 

In general, recommendations confccrniftg police 
improvement varied little between majj;s and females 
in matching age categories Disix^garding gender, 
however, opinions as lo how ihc police foice eoiUd bcsl 
improve differed subsianlially according to age level or 
race. l\v a margin of about 2, to I, whiles were mor^ 
inclined than blacks to have preferred improvements 
in the area of personnel resources, whereas blacks were 
aboul three limes more likely to have suggested 
improved conrnv^nity relations. 

With rcspeel lo the population's age, older persons 
were more apt to have expressed a preference for hii ing 
additional policfc officer^. Only,22 percent of persons 
age 16-24 cited this measure, compared with 53 
percent among thSse age 65 and over. In contrast, 
younger persons tended to- single out community 
relations as the area most in need of upgrading. 
Whereas only aboul 3 percent of residents age 65 and 
over advocated belter police-communiiy relations, 
roughly I in 5 pf rsons age 16-24 shared that belief. 



^ ^For the purposes of this discussion, the eight specific response^ 
items covered ta Queitioa 14b vyKjrc cpmbiacd inlo thr?e cAtegories^ 
as follows: community rtlaiiohs: (I) '*Bc \x\orp courlcolis, improve 
atiinide, community relations" and (2)*'Don't discrimihnle." 0/>fra-. 
UomI prai tic$s: ( I) "Concentrate on more important duiies, serious 
crime, clc/\ (2) "Be more prompt, responsive, alert ";(3)"Need more 
trafflcyirintroP^ and (4) **Net<l more policemen of panldiilar.iypc 
(fooler) in cerlain areas or at certain timw.*' And, personnel re- 
s6uMs:{\) ''H{tt more policemen** aiuJ (2)*iniprove training, raise 
qualifications or pay, ^f^'^^f^ policies.** 
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ApfMndix I 

Survey data tables 

The 37 statisticuldnta tables in this appendix present 
the results of the New Orleans, attitudinal survey 
conducted early in They are organi7ed topically, 
generally parallclin^the report's analytigil diseussion. 
I'oi each subject, the data tables consist ol cross- 
tabulalions ot personiil (or household) cluiiactcnslics 
a?id ihe relevant respc^nse categories. For a given popu- 
lation group, each table displays'thc percent distribu- 
tion of answers to a question^ 

All statistical data generated by the survey arc 
estimates that vary in their degree of reliability and are 
subject to variances, or errors, asj^ociated with the fiict 
that ihey were derived from a sample 'Siirvey ralhcr 
than a complete enumeration. Constraints on 
interpretation and other uses of the data, as well as 
guidelines for determining their reliability, are set forth 
in Appendix ML As a general rule, however, estimates 
based on zero or on about 10 or fewer siimple cases 
have been considered unreliable. Such estimaids, 
qualified by footnotes to the data tables, were nol used 
for analytical purposes in this report. 

Each data tal?lc parenthetically displays the size of 
the group for which a distribution of responses was 
calculated. As with the percentages, these base figures 
arc estimates. On tables showing the answers of 
individual respondents (Tables I 18 and 27 37), the 
figures reflect an adjustment based on an independent 
post-Census cstiipate ol the city*s resident population. 
For data from household respondents (Tables 19 -2<^), 
, the bases were generated solely by the survey itself, 

A note beneath each data table identifies the 
<!)ucNtion that served as soured of the data. As an 
expedient in preparing tables, certain response^ 
categories were rewordod and/or abbrevialtd. I he 
questionnaire facsimile (Appendix 11) should be 
consulted foj the exact wording of both the questions 
and the response categofies. For questionnaire itcpis 
that carried the instruction **Mark all that apply,'' 
tl^creby enabling a respondent to furnish more than a 
siiigle ansWcM, the data tables reflect only the answer 
designated by the respondent as bejtig the most 
import^init one rather thati all answers givtrtr- 

!hy|^.siic data tables were used jn preparing the 
'*Criftl^|^ report, Tables 7-18 

relalcwthe/lopw^^ of Crime'Vrables 19-30 cover 
^^Residential Problt^m^ and Lifestyles"; 9nd the last 
seven tables display information concerning ''Local 
Police Performattce." \ 



jJilt% 1. Dlr#cMon of crlm# tr#tHto In tti# Unlt#d States 

(Parcont distribution of r«sponooo for the population ago l6 arvi ovor) 



population oharactoritttio 




Total 




IncreaQfKl 


Same 


Docroaaod 


Don't know 


Not availtblo 


* All p^roono 


(W.600) 




100.0 




e6.5 


0.1 


1.9 


3.3 


0.3 


Sex 






















•Ule (177.700) 




100.0 






0.0 


2.1 


3.0 


0,3 




(229,900) 




100.0 




07.0 


' 7.6 


1.7 


3.'> 


0.2 


Race 






















Hhlto { 


[227,500) 


r 


100.0 




tf / - 6 


7 ^ 


i . } 


K 1 


0, 2 


Black { 


179, AOO) 




100.0 




05-1 


0-7 




3.5 


0.3 


Other 


[700) 






100.0 




71-1 


^5.9 


Ml. 5 


Ml. 5 


^0.0 




















A 




16-19 i 


^^,000 






100*0 




ao»9 


13»1 


3*2 


2-6 


10.3 


20-:24 1 


57,900 






100*0 




04.5 


10.0 




3.0 


^0.1 




71,300 






100.0 




06.7 


0.3 


1-7 . 


3.1 


>0.2 


35-A9 ( 


.01,500 






100.0 




09.2 


6.2 


1.6 ' 


2.6 


^0.1 


50~6a I 


'90,100 






100.0 




00.9 


6./. 


1./. 


3.0 


xO.2 


65 aiid over (62,000) 




100.0 




0/,.9 


7-5 


K7. 






V let Imitation oxperlonco 


















Not vlctljnii^d (273»B00) 




100.0 




06.2 


0.0 


1.0 


3.7 


0.3 


VlQtljnlBod (133,*)0) 




100.0 




^ 87.0 


0.2 


2,1 


2.5 


^0.2 



^ NOlCt D^ta basod on {question i^a. Detail may not add to' total because of rounding. Figuros in paronthoses rofor to populstioi/ln the group, 
^Ketlmate, based on toro or on aboiit 10 or fewer ^an^le xBases, ie statiatically unreliable. 



Table 2. Direction of crime trends In the neighborhood 

(Percent dlat^rlbution ef ^responoeK for the population age 16 and over) 



Population oharaatoristlc 



Total 



Iiicreaaod 



Same 



Decreased 



Haven't lived, 
here that long 



Don't know 



Not fvailabie 



All persons (407,600) 

Sax 

Male (177,700) 
f^aiMle (229,900) 



Raca 

<\ llhite 
{ Black 
% Other 

16-19 

25-34 
35^9 



700) • 



,000; 
5?. 900 
71^300 
81,500 
90,100 



65 wid ov»r " (62, 800) 

Hot vi«tl*l!«N4 (273,«») 
Vlatl«lti«d (l33,80O) 



100.0^ 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100,0 

ido.o 

100.0 
100.0 
lOO.O 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
I00,t) 



36.9" 

37. A 
36,5 

36.6 
37.3 
*i7.7 

38,2 
3A.1 
34.8 
39.9 
38.4 
34.8 

33.5 
43.9 



43-4 

43.3 

43- 5 

44.1 
42.6 
59.8 

43.8 
41.8. 
42.5 
43.0 

44- 0 
'45^5 

46.2 
37.8 



5.6 

5.9^ 
5.3 



, 4.4 

7.1 
»0.0' 



5.0 
5.6 
5-5 
4.1 



t 



5.3 
6,1 



5.2 

5.6 
5.0 

,5.6 
4.7 
»5.7 

4.7 
10. A 

8.5 
4.0 
2.8 
2.1 

4-9 
5.9 



a. 6 



7.5 
9.4 

9.0 
7.9 
»16.8 

5.1 

7.1 

9.0 
7.1 
8.9 
13.1 



9.7 
6.2 
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0.3 

0.3 
0.3 

6,3 
0.4I 
'^O.OI 

^0.1 

*o| 
^ol 



\ Wt%t Qata b«Md pn iiatitlxm 9^. Datail bay not add to total beoauat of rduitdlnti Flfuraa in parentheses raf ar to population in tha group. 
^ ^BstljBatei bivfcl^n Mro or on ab^t 10 or fewer stnp^e .casaa'^ is statisHc^lXy unrajlable. , 



Tabit 3. Comparlton of neighborhood crime with other metropolitan area neighborhoods 

(Porcont diol.rlbulion of rooi>onoog for tho pojiulollou ogo 16 oixi ovor) 



Population ohamotoristio 
All p^raona (407,600) 

HM« (177,700) 
FmmIo (229,900) 

227, 500) 
179,400) 
700) 

A4,000; 
57,900^ 
71,J00, 
81,500 
,90,100' 
65j»wl over (62,900) 

yiotiniMtlon experience 
9gi rlotijHlBed (273,000) 
Vi^tlMiaed (133,900) 






Much more 


More 


About 










dftngerouo 






dango rouo 


clnngorOuo 


Not avelleblo 


inn o 


1 1 

Jl • X 






/.n 1 


1 / A 


j . . — . — - — . 

1 C\ 


100*0 


0.9 


'1 - 7 


'1 A. A 

30.0 




16.0 


1 

0.7 


xW.K) 


1*3 


'•.5 




3V-9 


12.9 


1.2 


100.0 


0.7 


A. 2 


31-3 




ULS 


3.0 


100.0 


1.7 




48.1 




9.6 


! 0.9 


100.0 


XQ.O 


*t).0 


'^.^ • J 


^0 • X. 


1 0 . 6 


\ u. u 














1 


160.0 


1.3 


5.A 


42.7 


36.6 


13.2 


i ^^0.9 


100,0 


1.1 


6-3 


40,/, 


37.8 


13.6 


' 0.7 


JIOO.O 


1.6 


4.3 


39.5 


i.oj. 


14.0 


j ^0.2 


100.0 


1.1 


4.5 


3tt.o 


40,2 . 


15-5 


0.7 


100.0 


'1.1 


3.6 


36.7 


M.l 


16,6 


i 1.0 


100.0 


^0.5 


4-'« 


37.0 


/.2.5 


13-1 


1 2W, 


100.0 


0.6 


' 3.8 " 


30.7 


41.1 


14.6 


1 1.1 


100.0 


2.1 


6.3 


36.6 


37.9 


14.5 


j 0.7 

— i ^ — ^ 



IDSi HiatA based on <]ue»t4on 12 
^S^tlnete, baaed on tero or on 



Detail i#y not edd to total because of rounding. JFigureo in pprontheaes refor to j>opuIation in tho gr 
about 10 Or fewer aatnple caaea, la otatioticallor uTirellablo. ^ 

Table 4. Place of residence of persons committing neighborhood crimes 



\ 

\ 

\ 
I 



Vtf ^ — ; 

population oharaoteriatic 


Total 


No neighborf^ood 
crime 


People living 


Outaldoro 


Equally 

by both 


Don't know ' 


\ 

1 . Hot aViU4ble 


AH peraona (407^600) 


100.0 


6.0 


15.1 


. ■ - - ■ — I.- — 
^49. 9 


6.3 


22.1 




5ex - ^ 
•fcile (IT^.TOO) ' 
Ptaale (229,900) 


100.0 
100.0 


, '5.5 . 
6.3 


15.4 
14.8 


51.3 
A8.7 


7.3 
5.5 


19.8 
23.9 


0.7* 

0.7 

f 


Wiite (227,500) 
KUok (179,4<)0) 
p^bef (too) 


1 

' 100.0 
100.0 
100.0 


6.4 
5.4 
»0.0 


14.1 
l6*3 
^5-6 


^1.6 
47-7 
^/48.6 


4.4 
8.7 
*5.7 


22.9 
21.0 
. *A0.1 


0.6 
0.9 
*0.0 


16-19 (WnOOO) 
20-24 457,900) 
25-34 (7rj300) 
35-49 («1,500) 
JK)-64 (90,100) 
65 and over (62,900) 


100.0 
100-0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 


3.1 , • 

A.3 ^ 

4.4 

5.8 

7*9 

8.7 


21.5 
22.1 
21.1 
13*9 
9.7 
6.4 


■55.4 
45-8 
■45.9 
50.9 
52.6 
/48.9 


e.o 

7.7 

6.6 

6.5 
5.8 
A.l 


11.2 

19*7. 
21.$ \ 

23.0 
31.1 


*i).9 

>0»4 
>0.5 

0.7 

1.0 

0.7 • 


YictliM.Miion experionoe 

liot viotiMlBed (273iaoo) 
, n«Jii»lM<l (I33f900) 


100.0 ,! 
100.0 - 


6.9 
4.0 


12.2 
20.9 


50.0 
49.5 


6.3 
6.'4 


:y,8 

• 18.6 


0.8 

0.6 



^IDfSt I)at« bafl^ pn <|iU(Bilon 9o- Detail mi^ not add io total beceuae of rounding. Figurea in parentheaea refer to population in the group. 
^S«tlMte« baeed on ie^lTwuip aobut lO or fewer aample caaea, ia atatiatlcally unreliable. 




Tabl9 5. Chang* In the chancM of baing attacked or robbed 

(Porcont dlotrlbution of roaponooa for tlw populalAon ago l6 ond ovnor) 



Population ch«r«ctori9tlc 



Ibtal 






\J\y XJ Ik vl^/rf 1 1 






100,0 


66,3 


Z).7 




2.9 


0.3 


100-0 


66.2 


26.1 


S.2 


^.2 


U. 2 


100.0 


70.0 


21.9 


i..2 


3.5 


0./, 




- 










100.0 


72.8 


21.1 


3.3 


2./, 


0.2 


AOO.O 


62.8 




6./. 


3.3 


0-5 


100.0 


^3S1 


^/i7./. 


^11.7 


^3.8 


^0.0 


100.0 


37.6 


30-7 


8.7 


2.5 


J^O.6 


100.0 ^ * • 
lOO.O 


6/»./» 
71.1 


127.3 
E2.3 


5.6 
4.6 


2.2 
1.8 


^0-2 


100.0 


73./* 


20.5 


/,.o 


1.9 


1^0-2 


100.0 


73. 


20.7 


2.9 


2.7 


110.2 


100.0 


62.5 


23^8 


u.u 


6.9 


^0.5 ^ 


looVo 


66.3 


23-2 


/*./» 


3./* 


0.4 


100.0 " 


72.1 


20.7 


5.2 


1.9 


^0-1 



AU p«r8on8 (407,600) 

Sex 

lUle (177.700) 
P^lo (229,900) 



Race 
White 

Oth«r 

Ago 

16-19 
20-24 

35-49 
50-64 



227,500) 
179,400) 

too) 



(44,000) 
(57,900) 
7i.3QO) 
[81, 500 J 
(90,100) 



65 mvA over (62,800) 

VlctljulMMon oxp«rlonco 
Not victimized (273.300) 
Yictiwizod (133.600) 



NOni Diita basod on queetion 15a. Dotail may not add to total bocauoe of rounding. Figures in parenthoeoe r«for to population in the group. 
^JKstljnate, baood on nero or on about 10 or fevwr aamplo caseo, is statistically unreliable. 



Table 6. Seriouaneea of crime problem relative to what newspapers and television report 

(Percent 'distribution of reaponaee for the population ago 16 at>d over) 



Population characteristic 



Total 



Lees serious 



Same 



Mofe serious 



No opinion 



Not avaiOAbXa 



All persons (407.600) 

ltel« (177.700) 
FMle (229.900) 



^ White 
~ Bltok 
Other 

16-19 
20-24 



227,500) 
179,400) 
700) 



Wi.OOO) 

57.900) 

71.300). 
SI. 500) 
90,100) 
and orer (62ta0O) 

yiQ^^Hite^tion experience ^ 
' lot Hcilmlaed (27? .800) 
fiotlnlp^d (i33»aoo) 




100-0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100-0 

mo 

100.0 
100.0 
lOO.O 
100. 0 
100.0 

100. 0 
100.0, 



6-9 
d.9 

5.4 

8.5 
4.9 
^5.9 

d.9 

5.2 

6.0 

5.5 
6.4 

8.0 



46.4 
47.3 

/i5.7 

45.9 
47.0 

U6.8 

49-7 
47.8 
48.8 
46.0 
43-0 
45.5 

48.2 
42.6 



42-6 

40.5 
44.2 

41-6 
43.8 
^35-4 

38.2 
40,8 
40.2 
45.7 
46.9 
39.8 

40.8 
46.3 



3.7 

3.0 
4.2 

3.6 
3.7 
^11,9 

2.8 
2.6 
2.1 
2.6 
3.8 
8.4 

4*1 



0.5 

0.3 

0-5 



0.3 
. 0.6 
40.0 

/ r 



•3* 
»0.5*. 
^0.4 
0.9 



0.6 
*0.3 



.^^t 0|t# bASttd on qfatst^on 15b. IMtiil may tiot idd to total because of rout^lii|. Figures in parentheses refer to population in the group, 
^fatliia^a. bavad on aaro or on phoai 10 or fewer sanple casasf Is statistically unreliable. 
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Tabl# 7. FMr of going to parte of th# matropolltan araa . 
^ during tha day 

(Percent distribution of responses for the population age 16 and over) 

— , ^ . : — • • — 



Populfation characteristic 


Tot^l 


Yea 1, 


Ho 


Not available 


All persons ^4wfO00j 


100.0 


10. 3 




2.5 


Sex 

Male (177,700) 
Female (229,900) 


100.0 
100.0 


14.1 

18.1 


83.7 
79.2 


2.2 
2.7 


Race--, 
.White (227,500} 
Black (179,400) 
> Other (700) 


100.0 
100.0 
100.0 


17.9 
14.4 
6.4 


79.3 
83.5 
93.6 


2.8 
2.1 
»0.0 


Age 

16-19 (44,000) 
20-2A (57,900) 
25-34 (71,300) 
35-49 ■ (81,500) ' 
50-64 (90,100) 
65 and over (62,600) 


-"100.0 
100.0 
100,0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

1 

100.0 
100*0 


13.4 
^3.3 
16.6 
19.0 
18.5 
14.4 


83.9 
84.3 
82.0 
78.8 

H^9 


2.7 
2.4 • 

1.4 
2.2 

2,7 . 
3.7 


^Victimization experience ^ 
Not victlmiaed (273,800) - 
Victimieed (133,800) 


14.1 

20,9 . 


83^4 
76.6 


2.5 
2.5 



*^,NOTE: Data basecl on question 13a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Fi|5urM 
f in parentheses refer to population in the group, 

^ ^Estlinate, based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrellablji* 
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Table 8. Fear of golng^to parte of the raetropolltan area at night 



(Percent distribution of responses for the population age ,l6 and oveij*) 



Population chjiracteristic 


Total 


Yes 


No " 


, Not Vv^iilable 


All persons (407,600) 


100.0 


23.4 


69.7 


6.9 


Sex 

Male (177,700) 
Fenvsle (229,900) 


100.0 
100.0 


22.0 
27,. 6 


73.7 
66.6 


4.4 
8.8 


Race 
White ( 
Blaok 1 
Other ( 


[227.500) ■ ' 
179*400) ■ 
[700) 


100. 0 
lOO.O 
100.0 


24.6 
22.0 
^0.0 


, 68.4 
■71.3 
87.7 


> 

7.0 
6.7 

*12.3 


Age ' 

16-19 (44,000) 
20-24 (57,900) 
25-34 • (71,300) 
35-49 (81,500) 
50-64 (90,100) 
65 and 'i^ver (62,800) 

Victimization experience 
Not victimize^ (273,800) 
Victim^e4 (f33,800) 


100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.9 V 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 


23.3 
27.0 
25.8 
25,7 
2)^.9 
15.3 

-20.5 


710 
66.4 
69.3 
66.8 

68.9 
76.9 

72.9 
63,1 


5.3 

6.6, 
4.9 
7.4 
8.1^ 

7^ 

6.6 
7.5 



NOTE: D^jBi. Jtjased on^^iiiBBtipn l3b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Piguraa 
p^trenth^seo to population in the gr9up. , ^ 4 

'*Betl#t0/ based On zero or^^pn about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreilable. 



Table 9.. Neighborhood safety Whan out alqna during th^ day 

.4 > *A • 

♦ (Poroont distribution of responses Tor tho population ege )6 and pvor) 



Population charactorifltic 



Tbtal ' 


Very safq 


Roaaontbl^ sAf^ 


Soinowhflt unsafo 


Viory unbafti! 


Not available 


100.0 




U.5- , 


' A . 5 




0.4' 


lOO.O 
100.0 


59.8 
36.1 . 


33.9 

<^7.5 ^ • 


11.7 


1.4 

4.3 • 


' 0.4 
0.4 


100.0 
100,0 
lOO.O 


36.6 


^ 36.9 1 ^ 
/47.4 \ 
*46.8 ^\ - 


8.0 

' ' % ' \ 


'4.1^ 

^ *o.o:- 


■ ' 0*4 
' 0.4 
' ' • . »0.0 . 


lOO.O 
100.0 
lOO.O 
100,0 
100,0 
100.0 

ioo.o 
^'ioo^o^ 


' 55.5 
53.4 

46»6 
42.1 
33^5 

46»0 
• ^7-^ , 


35.7 . . \ 

38.8 . V 
40-2 )• 
42.8 

43.3 
45-6 

42.3' 

39^ , - 


■6.8- ^ ' 
I'- 5.9 V, 

7.6 

13.8 , ^. 
8.'/, 


1.6 
l.*6 
' 1.8 

• z-1 

: 3.9 r 

■ 6.1. , V 

J*' 

' 2.8 
3.6 


10.4 

r ^0.3 

^ ^ i^o.q • 
*Q*3 " 
^0*4- 
' 1*0 

0,4 



All pfiroona (407,690) 

Sex 

Iteli (177,700) 

(229.900) ^ 



BUok 

-flther 

Aft 

16-1? i 

25-34 ' 



(227,500) 
(179,400) 
(TOO) 



4A.000) 

,57.900 

^YlJOO 

90,100 



" * 65 and ov»r (62,600) 
' . ]|oi vtotlmittd (273,800) 



HOTBi Dit« on queation lib. Mtail nwy not add to total' bocauso of rounding. Figuraa in parcntheaca r«fef^to population- in' tW groupT 

; ^SftlAite,! bas^ on t»to or on about 10 or fewer eanpl© caeyas,. is statistically unreliable. x**^ ^ , 



Table 10. NeigHfiorhood safety when out alone during the day 



(Porcont dlairil^ut^on of reapoimoo for t ho populolion ago 16 um! ovym-) 



Population charade riotic 



Total 



Very safe 



Roneonably aafo 



SonM)wbHt unoafu 



Vory unoaTo 



Not aval lab 



Mal<i 



16-19 (21,900) 




* 100.0 


66.7 


30.3 


20-2/* 725,800) 




100. 0 


70.7 


26./, 


25-3^* (32.300) 




lOO.O 


« 66.8 


30.0 


35-^9 (3/f.700) 




100.0 


60.7 


33.7 


50-64 (39,900) 




100. 0 


53.7 


37.8 


65 and ovor (22,700) 




100.0 


/,0.2 


A/.. 8 


Ftemale 










16-19 (22,200) 




lOO.O 


U.3 


41.0 


2(>-H (32,100) 




•V'lOO.O 


39.5 


• 48.^ 


25-34 (38.500) 




100. 0 


39.6 


48.8 


(/♦6,800) 




100.0 


36.1 ' 


/,9.6 


50~6A (50,200) 




100. 0 


32.9 


47.7 


65 and over (/♦0,^00) 




100.0 


29.8 


/i6.0 



Race and age * 
' Whita 

16-19 (18,900) 
, ^ 20-24 (31,400) 
25-34 (36;aoo) 
35-49 (42/900) 

65 ahd over (41,900) 
Black 

,25,100) 
,26,500) 
,34,400) 




'38,200 

v54,300) X 

,65«at4:<r»fr <2Q,W) 



100.0 

100.0. 

100,0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

lob.b 

lOO.O 

100. 0 
loo.a 
100.0 
100.0. 



65. /« 
62.0 
62.5 
53.4 
48.0 
35.7 

48.0 

43.3 
41.0 
39.0 
32.4 
29.2 



28.4 
32.3 
33.1 
38.6 
37.9 
44.5 

41.1 
46.4 
47.7 
47.3 
52.1 
47.7 



T 



M.6 
2./1 
2.5 
3.7 
6.2 

10.7 

12. p 
8.7 
8.8 

10.5 
U3.6 
15.6 



5.5 
4.2 
3.8 
5.8 
10.9 
13.8 

?.9 
7.8 
8.2 
9.6 
9.4 
13.9 



*0.8 
*0.2 
^0.7, 
LA 
1.9 
3.7 

2.5 
2.8 
2.7 
3.6 
5.5 
7.5 



*0.7 
M.o 
*0.6 
2.0 

4^8 

2.4 
2.4 
3.1 
3.5 
5.6 
8.9 



1^0.6 
^6.3' 

^0.5 
^0.5 
*0.6 

*0.2 
^0.3 
»0.0 
>0.2 
»0.4 
1.2 



>0.0 
*0,4 
*0.0 
*0.2 
*0.3 . 
1,2-^ 

»0.2 - 
*0.0 
^0.4 . 
*0i5 



y-mm)ir%i 'Data banad On cjueoU-on lib 



DatfclX may not add to total b^cauee of irounding. Figurea In ptr^ntheaea hefer to population dn the group* 
.>1Kat|^tA» ^ba80d on %evo or on about 10 or fewer aamplo ca$eji, Is statlatlcally unrel:Ublo. 




2S 
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Table 11. Neidhborhood safety when out alone during the day 



(Porcont dlfttrUmtion ol' roBponuou for I ho ))oimlulUni ngo l6, wnd ovor. 

^ . 1^,^, H , 



4. 



Copula t^on oharacborlstlc 



Total 



Voiy da Co 



Rottaonobly aafo 



3omowhat unnafo 



Vory unoHfo 



Not available 



aoXf and ago 
lit© 
Hale 



16-19 { 


[10^200 




100.0 


V 74.5 


20-2lj { 


15,400^ 




100.0 


70.3 


25-34 { 


19,100 




i(to.o 


72.6 


35-49 1 


19.900; 




100.0 


6/,. 9 




2/hBOO] 




100.0 


60.2 


65 and over {lh,&00) * 


100.0 


43.7 


Female 










X6-19 i 


[8,800) 




100.0 


54.9 




16,000 




^ 100. 0 


46.4 


25-34 ( 


ni7,700| 




lOO.O 


51.6 


35-49 1 


23,100 




100. 0 


43.5 


- 50-64 { 


30,800] 




100.0 


38.1 


65 and over (27. lOO) 


100.0 


31.3 



Bluck 
Kale 

16-19 
20-24 
^25-34 
35-49 
50-64 
65 and 
Female 
16~19 
20-24 
25-3^* 
35-49 
50-64 
wid 

NDTK: I>ita 
^Rdtlmate, 



11 •700) 
10,400/ 
13,6001 
14.700) 
15f000) 
over (7,900) 

13,400) 

16,100) 

20,800) 

23.500) 
,19.300) 
over (13,000) 



100,0 
100,0 
100.0 
100,0 
100*0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100,0 
lOO.O 



60.0 
59.8 
58.4 
55.0 

/|2.9 

33.6 

37.4 
32.6 
29.5 

28.9 
24.2 
26, r 



"7. 



22.9 
/| 

2'^. 5 
31.3 
31.7 
/,2.0 

34.8 
44.8 
/il.2 
/i4.9 
42.9 
45.5 



36.7 
36.4 
36.4 
37.0 
47.8 
48.5 

45'. 0 
52.8 
55.1 
54.1 
55.4 
■47.1 



^2-2 
*1.4 

2.5 
6.7 
10. 4 

9.2 
6.9 
6.5 
8.7 
14.4 
. 15.7 



M.l 
3.8 
4.1 



1:4 

*■ 11.4 * 



13.8 
10.4 
10.9 
12.2 
12.4 
15.4 



^OJ, 
K),3 
^0.^> 

n.i 
^1.1 

^2.2 
*1.0 

n.7 
2.7 

4.> 

6,2 



^0.0 

n.o 
M.7 



3.4 
3.9 

.4.5 
4.6 
7.5 

10.3 



4 



based on quootion lib. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figuroe In parontheoeo rofor to population In tho group* 
baaed on z^xp about 10 or fowor aftmple caaea, la -itatistioally ^nreliat^e. ' ^ 



^0.0 
0 



0.2 
^0.9 

^0.0 
*0.3 
^0.0 
^0.2 
^0.3 



^1.1 

>OiO 
^0*0 
*0.9 
>0,6 
^0.0 

^0.3 
^0.3 
^0.0 
*0*2 
^0.5 
*0.7 



ERIC 
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Tabto 12. N#l0hbortiood ••f«ty wh#n out •lor^.at night 

(Percent dletrlbutlon oX rosponoed for the population ago 16 and OA^r) 



fopulatXon ohiiractorltftlc 



All peraone (a07,600) 

'Sex 

Kale (I77r700) 

rtoRwie (229,900) 



9ioe < 
White 
Blaek 

Oth0r 



227,5001 
179,A00) 
700) 



\ 





Very safe 


Roaspnably seOTe 


Somewhat unsafe 


Very unnaTo 


Not available 


100. 0 


1/1.5 


38.2 


21.7 


25.1 


0.5 


100.0 
100.0 


23.4 


47-9 
30.8 


17.1 

25.1 


10.9 
36.0 


0.6 


100,0 . 
l00,0 
100. 0 


16.0 
12,5 
^24.0 


38.8 
37.5 
*41.0 


21.2 
22,3 
^23.0 


^ 23*4 
27.2 
^12.0 


j 0.6 
\0,5 
•'*t).0 


IOOpO 
100. 0 
lOO.O 
100,0 
100.0 
100.0 


18.2 
17.0 
18.7 
15.2 
11*0 
8.9 


W.3 
4X.1 
42.5 
39.9 
35.6 
26.2 


20.5 V 

21.1 

19*8 

21.2 

23.6' 

22.f 


17.6 
17.4 
18.9 
23.2 
- 29.4 
40,6 


»0.5 
^0.3 
»0.1 

»^oo 

0.5 

* 


lOO,0 
100*0 


14a 


39.4 

35.-9 , 


21*4 
22.2 


24.5 
26«2 





16-19 (44r000) 

20«24 157, 900) 
t 25-34 /(71,300) 
! 35-49 \(8i, 500) 
\ 50-64 >(90,100) 

1 65 and over (62,800) ^ 

VlolfiMisailon ejiperlence 
Hoi vlotiniaed (i73|600) 
Vict^linined (133,800) 

- >• ^ ^ 

HOlli Data based on question laa. Detail m^y not add to total because of rounding. Figureo in parontheeea refer to population in the 
^gstlJAate, based on *ero or On about IQ or fewer sample Cases, iej statistically iinrellablo. ' 

*>. \ . , . . 



group, * 



^ERJC 
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Tab|# 13, Neighborhood safety wheK out alone at night 



(Porcont diotrlbution oi" ro apoimou foi- I. ho jiopalatlon ngo l6 uiid ovor) 



Population charaotorlgtlc 



Total 



Very oafo 



Uoaoon«b3y safe 



Somowhat unoafo 



Vory ungofo 



Not AvoUoblo 



16-19 (21,900/ 
tify^. (25,600 I 
25-34 (32,^; 
'35-49 (34,700/ 
50-64 (39,900) 
65 ftrtd ovor ' (22,700) 

I6-I9 (22,200; 

.v*)b54 pit 100/ 

'i5^ 3$, 500) 

" >-.:35-49: (46,aoo) 

. 50-64 (59,300) ^ 

65 and over (40,100) 



Race and ago 

Hhitfj 
16-19 
20-24 
225-34 
.35-A9 
50-64 



18,900 
31,400; 
36,dOO, 
W,?ooi 

,600 



. - .55. . 
^6;^ wid over (41 ♦ 900) 

(2J5,lO0) 



16-19 
20-24 

25-14 

35-41^. 
5(^64 



26,500) 
34.400) 
36,200) 
34,3bo) 



65 ind over (20,900) 



xoo.o 


27.2 


100.0 


30./, 


lOQ.Q 


29.3 


100.0 




iOO.O 


17.4 


100. 0 


12.« 


100,0 




100. Q 


6.3 


100.0 


. 9.8 


100*0 




100.0 


' 5.e 


100.0 


■ s 6.7 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100,0 
100,0 
100,0 

100,0 
100. 0 
100.0 
100,0 
100.0 
100.0 



2>.5 

18. J 
■ U.4 

, «0 

14-9 
I/..9 
14-0 

11. 
10.2^ 
9.9 



51.6 
55.0 
51. J 
50iA 
^4.0 

35:oj 

3i.-U 

35.0 

32.2 

22.7 



24 



/»2.l 
/»3./, 
40^.5 
30*6 
32.8 
25.5^ 



16.2 
10,2 

16.2 
21.7 
25.1 

54.7 
«1.9 
.25*5 
25*0 
25.0 
21.6 



18. 9 
20.2 

xb:(> 

2M 
22.6 

23.2^ 

21.7 
22,0 
21.0 
21 rii 
25.2 
22»2 



A. 6 
3*2 
6.1 
8.7 
15.2 
28.7 

ao-4 

28,9 
29.7 
33i9 
AO. 6 
47./. 



13.9 
15.7 
13*8 
19a 
28.1 
40.2 

20.3 
19.5 
24.3 
27-9 
31-6 

4H 



^0.4 
^0.5 
^0,1 
^0.5 
^0.8 
M.O 

^0,6 
^0,1 
^0.1 

^0.5 

^0.2 
i.6 



^0,0 
^0.4 
^0.0 

^0.3 

^0,6 

*0.9 
^0,2 
^0.3 
^0.7 
^0.3 
^0,8 



JHMSi baof^d on queeVio^ U|i» PeUl^ i^J? i\Oi add to'total bob*u»V W'JmUhtiiog* FlgMroa In parenthA^iftii refor to population iii the group, 

' *ietii?»te, biied on zero or on ebuut 10 or fowor oamplo cnooa^ j 0- Btatidtlcally unrollal^le* 



•0 O 
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Tabto 14. N#lohbortiood safety whan out alofW at night 



(rorceiit cUotrlbution of rooponnon for th<J poimlftlon tijjo 16 AkJ ovdr) 



V«ry mTo 



Vory uittirifo 



1,19,100) 
35-^/^9 U9,900) 

65 and ovBr (j./»,000) 

0,800} 
16,000) 

17^700/ 
23.100' 

jo.aoo) 

6^ and ov»r (27tlOO) 




Blaok 

• 16-19 

65 



11.700; 
10,400 I 

13»^; 
14,700 
15,0001 
oymr (7»900) 



'^3,400 
16, 



>3.500/ 
(19,300) 
wr (I3i*») 



100.0 
100.0 

lOO.lO 
lOO.O 
100.0 
100.0 

lOO.O 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
lOO.O 



100. 0 
100.0 

ia).o 

lOO.O 
100.0 

loo.b 

100»0 
lOO.O 
100.0 
>00.0 
'lOO.O 



3'4.7 
32.7 
33.8 
26. /| 
19,1 
11.9 

5^6 
11.6 
U.7 
5.1 
6.3 



47.7 
54*1 
/.ft. 7 
50.5 
/,6.0 
34.9 

/»1.3 
35.8 
39.6 
32.9 
30.3 
22.1 



*3.i. 
3.6 
'..1 
6.B 
l/i 5 
2Q.2 

^6.1 
27.4 
24.4 
29.7 
39.0 
A6.7 



20.7 




55.0 


17.9 


5.6 


27.1 




5ev.^ 


11.5 


*2.6 


22.6 




55.2 


12.6 


9.1 


21.5 




. 50.1 


15.8 


11.4 


14.4 


42,9 


25.6 


16.5 


14 




27.7 


27.7 


29.6 


9.9 




30.9 


25.1 


33.2 


7.0 




33^7 


28.9 


30.4 


$.3 




30.9 


26.4 


34.3 


5.1 




31.4 


24.9 


38.2 


6.9 




24-.9 


2/i.8 




7-2 




24.2 


^ 18.9 


48.6 



*0.0 
^0.6 
*0.0 
*0.0 
»0.9 
M.2 

*0.0 
»0.3 
^0.0 
*0.6 
^0,3 
1.9 



*0.fl 
*0./* 
^0.3 
^1.2 
^0.6 
■ *0.6 

»1.0 
»0,0 
>0.2 
^0.3 
^0.0 
»1.0 



NOTKt t)lkt« b«0#<$ on qCttttlon 11a. 0»t»lX my not tdd to Lot^l ba 
^B9iiii»t.e, l^^8«d Mro or on it]?o\}l ]0 or fow^r o^Qjplo cvsun, la 

h 



of rouiKllng . flfui^s In p«r«nth«0(»R r«f«r to popuXstlon in th« group, 
tiotically unreliable. v - > 

. "I ^ ■ ■ 



population characteristic 



Tabit 15. Nalghbortiood dano#rous ei^ugh 
to contl€l#r moving ••••where 

(Percent diotribution of reoponooe for the populatipn age 16 and over) ' 

y 



Total 



■Y08 



No 



Not available 



All parsons ( 191 t 600) 

3ex 

Male (50,300) 
Female (1^1,300) 

Race 

White (101,900) 

Black (89i50O) 

Other (»300> 

Age 

16-19 (17,000 

20-24 (22,500 

-25-34 (27i800 

35-49 (36,400^ 

50-64 (47i900)/ 

. 65,WKl over (40,100) 

VictimlBatlon ©xperionce 
Not victimiBed (i;J6,300) 
Vi<itlmiBed (65,300) 



100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0* 

100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100,0 

'100.0 
100.0 



15.9 




14.6 
19.0 

22.4 

19.9 
13.9 

£. 

11.2 

25.1 



82.5 

79.6 
83.5 

86.2 

78.3 
» 100.0 

81.3 
79.7 
75.5 
78.6 
84.8 
90.2 

fi7.4 
73.0 



1.6 

".1.7 
1.5 

U5 
1.6 
»o.o 

4.1 
n;4 
2.0 

1.5' 

1.3 
>o.7 



1.4 
1.8 



NOISt Data b»sod on qvioetion llc^ij^tail may not add. to' total^becauae of ri^ndlng. Figures 
In parentheses refei- to population in the group, . 
*|;8tln»l!tl, baaed on ao^ or on about 10 or^ fewer sample cases, is stttistioally unrelUbie. 

. r ■ . 



t-' 



33 



'V 



« % 



I 



Table 16. timitatloh or change In actlvltlet because of fear of crime 

(Poroont dlBtrlbutlon of roeponoea for tho population ago 16 and ovor) 



Population chttractorlatlc 



tot*l 



Yq^ No Not ovftilt>blo 



Tot^l Voo No - Not availablo 



Total 



Yqo 



No 



Not availabld 



All porooim (/,07.600) ^^^^JgU^ 



Sox 

ffalo (177.700)' 
fr^xmXt (!229,900) 

White 
BXLOk 

Other 



U27.500) 
(179.400) 
(700). 




AA.OOO 
57.900, 

71.30^) 
Bl,500 
90.100 



\^ pind over ( 



2,800) 



100. 0 
100,0 

100*0 
100,0 

joo.o 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100*0 
100*0 

lOOvO 

100,0 



0S7 



06,7 

80. 3 

v81.Q 
8/4.7 
89.1 
90.7 
8.5.8^ 

87.5 



12.6 

13.1 

12*2 



12.1 
13.3 
^6.1 



19.2 
17.2 

9.7' 
B.l 
12.0 



1.2 

1.1 
1.2 

1.2 
1.2 



^0.5 
1.0 
0.8 
1.2 
1.3 
2.1 



100.0 

100.0 
100.0 



61.7 
60.7 

62.4 



33. 

30.2 
32.1 



100.0 59.1 ■ 35-6 

100.0 ' 65*0 .30*7 

100.0 ^/|6.rt ^/,7.7 



13-1 
11.6 



0.^ 



lOO.O 
100.0 
100. 0. 
100.0 
IQO.O 
100. 0 

lOQ.O 
100*0 



58.3 

!^6.0 
65.8 
67.0 
63.9 



39.3 
M.l 
39.2 
29.3 
27*9 
29.1 



600 
6/4.5 



3A.7 
31.0 



ViptliniBation experience 
j^i vlctlini»e<l (273.800) 

Vlciimige d (l33te00) 

HOTbV D«t« b«80<l on queationo 16«, l6b, and l6c. Dotall may not add to total bocauoe of roundliv^: 
^Bitlmte, based on Kero or on about 10 or fower sample casoo, io ntatiotlc^lly unroliablo. 



/..V 
/..I 

5./* 
4.3 

2./, 
4.2 
/».8 
4.9 
5.2 
6*9 



5.0 
4.6 



100-0 
100.0 

laxo 



yKO 

i.l.O 

:.8.7 



100.0 ' 46.6 
100.0, 5.6»6' 
lOQ.O ^/*i.l 



100.0 
100*0 
100,0 
100*0 
100.0 
100.0 

100*0 
100*0 



38,0 

41.3 
47.2 

54.8 
58.3 
57.9 

48.7 
55.6 



/,8.0 

^8.'j 
/.0.7 

t 

52.8 
42.9 
58.9 

61.4 
58,1 
52.7 
4^4.7 
41-3 
/il.O 

50.7 
44.0 



o.;> 

0-5 

0-6 



0.6 



^0 



»0.6 
^0.5 

^oa 
0.5 

^0.4 
1.1 

0.6 
0*4 



Figures in jwlrentheoeo rof er to population In the group. 
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Table 17, Personal limitation or change In activities 
because of tear ol crime 



(Percent dis^i^butlon o'f reaponooe for Iho ix)pulaiion ago 16' and over) 



Populatidii characteristic 




Total 


Yea 


No 


Not a Callable 


Sex and age 














Male 














16-19 , 


(21,900) 




'lOO.O 


28./, 


<Si0.8 


^0.8 


20-2A 


25,800) 




100.0 


25.9 


- 73.6 




. 25-34 


32,800) 




100.0 


- 37.1 


62.9 


^0.0 


35-49 


34, 700) 




100.0 


- 45.0 


54.6 


• ^0.4 


50-64 


(39,900) 




100.0 


50. 1 


49.4 


. ^0.6 


65 ond over (22,700) * 




100.0 


53-9 • 


/^5•3 


^0.8 


Female 














16-19 


f 22, 200) 




100.0 


47.6 


52.0 


^0.4 


2a,;24 < 


32, 100) 




100.0 


53.8 


45.7 


''0.6 


25-54 


38, 500) 




100. b 


55.7 . 


44-0 






46,800) 




100.0 




37.4 


^0.6 


50-64 1 


(50,200) 




100.0 




34.9 


""^0.3 


65 and over (40,100) 




100.0 


60.1 


38-6 


1-3 , 


Race and age 


• 










White 














16-19 { 


'18,900) 




100.0 


32.5 


67.3 


*0.2 


.20-24 ( 


31,400) 




100.0 


36.0 


63.0 


*1.0 


25-34 ' ( 


36,800) 




100.0 


3Q.7 


61.1 * 


*0.2 


35-49 ( 


42,900) 




100.0 


^ 47.4 


52,1 


^0.5 


50-64 ( 


'55,600) 




' 100. 0 


55.0 


44.7 


*0.3 


65 and over (41,960) 




100.0 


■ 56.0 


• 43.0' 


X.O 


Black 














16-19 ( 


[25, 100) 




100.0 


42.2 


56.9 


*0.9 


20-24 ( 


,26,f00) 




100.0 


47.6 


52.4 


*0.0 


25-34 ( 


,34,400) 




100. a 


56.2 


43.8. . 


*0.0 


35-49 ( 


38,200) 




100.0 


63.1 


3/6-3 


*o.5 


50-64 ( 


34,300) 




100.0 


63.9 


35. 6y 


^0.5 ^ 


,65 and over (20', 900 ) 




100.0 


61.8 


36. 8\ 





NOTE I Data based on question l6c» Detail may not add to total 
^ in parentheses refer to population \x\ the group. ' 
^Estimate f based ^n zero or on about 10 or fewer ^ample oafjesf 



because oi rounding* Figures 
is statijitically unreliable. 
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Table 18. Personal limitation or change In activities 
because of fear of crime 



(Percent dietribytton of responses for the population age l6 and over) 



Population charactorlatic 



Race, sex, and age 
White 
Male 

16-19 
20-2A 

35-49 
50-64 
65 and 
Fomalo 
16-19 
20-2A 
25-34 
35-49 
50-64 

65 and OV0' 



10,200) 
15,400) 
19,100) 
19,900) 
24,800) 
over (14, BOO) 

s,mo) 

16,000] 
17,700 
23,100 
30,800) 

(27,100) 



Black 
Male 
16-19 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
50-64 
65 and 
Female 
16-19 
20-24 

. -^25-34 
35-49 
50-64 
65 and 



11,700 
10,400 

/13,600 
14,700 
15,000j 

over' (7, 



900) 



(13,400) 

16,100) 

20,000 

23,500 

1?,300) 
oyer (l3,000) 



Total 


Yea 


No 


Not available 


100.0 


2/4.3 


75.3 


^0.4 


100.0 


20.5 


78.6 


>0.8 


100.0 


30.4 


69.6 


'•o.o 


lOO.O 


37.5 


62.3 


^0.2 


100.0 


45.2' 


54.3 


^0.6 


100.0 


49.9 


49.2 


*0.9 


1 nn n < 

lUU.U ' 


/on 




*0- 0 




>u. 0 










51.7 




1 nn n 




43-3 


/ *0.8 






3 /*u 


*0.1 ' 


100.0 


;>9.4 


39.6 


*1.0 


100,0 


31.9 


67.0 


■ \ *1.1 


100.0.- 


33.5 


66.5 


\ ^0,0 


100.0 


46.4 


' 53.6 


\ ^0.0 


100.0 


55.4 


44.1 


ViO.6 . 


100.0 


58.3 


41.1 


. ^0.6 "~ . 


100.0 


61.5 


38.0 


^0.5 


100.0 


51.2 


48:\ 


*0.7 


100.0 


56.7 


43.3 


*0.0 


100.0 


62.7 


37.3 


^0.0 


100.0 


' 68,0 


31.5 


^0.5 


100,0 


68.3 


31.3 


^0.4 • 


100.0 


62*0 


36.0 


^2.0 



NOTE: Data based on question l6c. Det^.l may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 
in parentheses refer to populatiohT^n the group. 
^Estimate,,- based on ^ero or on about 10 or fewer sample crises, is statistically unreliable. 
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HouuQUold Ghftracloriotlo 



All- houoolinldo (lOO.^OO) 

DJftOk UV, >00) 

OUior (^i»00). , . ' 

Aiuiual fftuijULy income 

UosHhun $3,000 (25.000) 
l3.00O-$7,/.99 (29:300) 
$7.!>0049.999 (9.!>90) 
$10.00O-$l/n999 (16.000) 
tn.OOO-S;^/,/^ (0.200) 
$;?^,000 or moi-o (3»3<X)) 
Not ovaUablo (9,200) 

VictlrfilzolICKi oxptJX'ionco 
Not vJLOllnilzed (6/,. 200) 
Vlclljnliiod (36,300) 



TabI© 19. MosI Imporlant reason for selecting present neighborhood 

(Percent clioti\it»uHt^i» oi' wiiowo*> by houooholJ rooi>o»»'<oiil3 ) 



Mwuyfii 1 Ivod in 
Total nyi{^hborl»oocl 



Nolprhborhood 
chttpoc tor i 9IK 0 



!>ft f o from 



l^r){ of 



infill pri'O ton 



Charoi-torlsticf* 



0tho«* ttn«l 
not VM 1 1 oIj 1<» 



100.0 

U>>.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0- 

100.0 
lOO.O 



1 

M.).0 

7.0 

7.0 

6.7 
5.1 



IV. I 



1;./. 

20.0 

IV. 1 

23.7 

26./, 

J/» . 

16.7 

10.3 
20.5 



1. 1 



M.O 

'.:.^> 

>2.2 

2-0 
2.9 



'0.0 

1.6 
1 

3.0 
M./. 
M 

/..^ 

2.6 
2.3 



7..* 

> 1 1 . 2 

27.7 
13.2 
9.8 
7.0 

' U6 
12. V 



1/4.0 



7./> 

m, 1 
'0.0 



10. v 

10.3 
9.7 

V.O 
^■1.7 
6.6 



9.3 
10.1 



.7.0 
I 

>/./,. 2 

25^.0 
26./. 
13.6 
20./». 
2/, . 9 
26 . 7 
27 0 

27.3 
26-5 



11.-' 
w. . ■ 
^21-3 



7.9 
1A.3 
li 

13.9 

1 s 

l') . 7 

i*>.y 



13.1 
11.8 



5 

7 
7 



5.9 
6,B 



NOTKt Data baood on quooiJlonS :2a. Detail my not udd.^to,tota 1 boojjuoo of rounding. Flgurea, In paronthosoa rofor to housoholdo in tho group, 
^Eotijiwtu, bngod on ?voro or on oboul 10 oi' Tcwor 3ai»j>lo c^^9C^3, li otat Ifitl ciOly unro liable. 
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Table 20. Most Imporlant reason for leaving former residence 

(Porcont, dlotribution or nnowora by houuobold roopondonts) 



llouaoliold charactorlatlc 



Total 



All houaoholdo (lOO,.W)^ 

Race 

Wlilto (52,700) 
Black (47, 500) 
Othor (^/»00) 

Annual family incotne 
LoBB than $3f000 (25,000) 
S3,00O-$7»499 (29,300) 
17,500-19,999 . (9,500) 
$10,000~$U,999 (16.000) 
$15»000-$24.999 (8,200) 
$25,000 or mora (3i300) 

. Not aivi^iltble (9,200) 

Vlctlinlwitipn oxp«rionoe 
Not viotimiEftd (64.200) 
VifitlmiE<Ki (36,300) 



100.0 

100.0 

Ji00,0 

100,0 

IQO.O 

ipo.o 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

lOO.O 
100.0 



Churoctorlntico Wanted bettor* Wajntod dionpor 



»cat.1on or house 



houso 



hOUQO 



Livijig Influx 
arrangomonl}^ of bad 
Forced out changed 



Neighborhood 



OthQr 
and not 



oiomonts Criirw charectorlstico ovolloblo 



21.9 V 

30. B 
i2.2 
^0.0 

19.2 ' 

19.9 

21.0 

22.3 

32.2 ^ 

33.1 

22. e 



22.1 
21.6 



1^3 

1').0 
19.0 
"11.8 

14.6 
19.0 
16.7 

ia.2 
16.7 
19.5 
17.9 

17.1 

17»6 



16.7- 


5.^^ 


7.'; 


15-1 

• 


1.7 


2.8 


4.3 


12.3 


4.4 


5.9 


14,3 


2.7 


2,0 


4.2 


21 . 


7.3 


9.2 


16.1 


ILO.6 


3// 


4.4 


^33.1 


^11. /i 


»22,3 


1 21 . 0 


tO,0 


lO.O 


»0.0 


13.0 


10.4 


10.2 


18.0 


1.6 


3.5 


3.1 


16.3 


6.3 


8.3 


15.2 


M.2 


2.9 


5.0 


IB. 2 


4.3 




19.6 


^0.9 


'2.1 




22.4 


M.7 


/..9 


14.4 




M;8 






. M.a 


'4.4 


8.0 


*3.5 


*K0 


'3.2 


13. ^> 


»a.o 


^8.4 


*9.7 


^0.0 


*3.6 


'7.2 


)5W, 


6.1 


^ 7.1 


12.2 


*2.0 


>/..2 


'2.2 


16.2 


5»9 


'8.5 


14.8 , 


1.6 


/ 2.5 


4.1 


17.7 


■ 5.6 , 


5*8 


15.8 




/ 3.3 


4.6 



ERIC 



^OTEi Ikta bik«*d on quaation 4», P«?.tiill my not add to total bocauoo of rounding. Figured ±n pardnthoooo Jcofor to housaholds in the group. 



iKatlmata, based on fcoro or on about 10 or fowor aamplo cftooo» io atatlDtlcally unreliable. 
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6.8 

7.5 
6.0 
'0.0 

6./, 
5,9 
6.2 
6.8 

'4.9 
9.9 



7.2 
6..1 




T.M. 21 Wh.lh« or no* »!<«• »" undwlrable 
n"ghborho<K) char.c..rl.tlc. 



( 



^ ' - No 



Household characteristic 



Total 



Yes 



Not available 



100,0 

100*0 
100/0 
100.0 

100. 0 
100.0 

looio 

100. 0 
100.0 
100.0 
lOO.O 



^9. 
68. 



All households (193,900) 

Race , ^_^v 
White, , '(109^) 
Black\ (8f,.000) 

Other (500) 
Annual family income 
Less than $3,000 
$3,00O-$7,499 (56,800) 
$7 50O-$9,999 (17.300) . 
i;o.OOO-$l'^.999 27,100 , 
$15.(XX>-$24.999 17^) 

$25,000 or f 
Not available (19,500) 

Victimization experience 

Not victimized (J>2»4W^ . 

T^^ZlVslXT^'^^^^^^^^ CfSle cases, is statistically unreliable. 

XEstUnate, based on zero on about 



31-1 

29.0J 

33.0 
^22.0 

29.8 
31.6 
33.1' 
32.3 
31.0 

27.9 
30.'+ 



-^s 

70./. 
>78.0 



.8 
.1 
.9 

67-0 

68 

71 
68 



72.9 
58.^ 



0.6 

0.6 
*0.0 

j-0.3 
'•i.o 

^0.7 
io.t 

0.7 
»-0.3 
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Tabl# 22. Most Important nalghbortiood prot>lem 

(PoirCOnl distribution of nnnworo by hOufiohold rospondontfl) 



" ' KnvlronmontHl Public Tnadoqiiato * Influx of Problems with Other and 

Tbtal Trafri(^, parking pi-obJtoms CrinKi tranftportution »choolo. shopping bad olomonbo noigbbpro not available 



Hoit^ohold characteristic 



a)«1' households (60.200) ' iOO.O 0,6 
Race - 

While. (31,700) 100.0 ^. 10.7 

Black (5$,A00) 100.0 . 6.2 

.Other (^100) f 100.0 *3/|x3 

Annual "fiirtjLly incomo ' i'^^ / ' 

Leii^Hhan $3,000 (1/4,000) ^Mf^lOO.^ ■ 5.9 

$3.O0O-$7,/'»99 (ia,000) 100.0 ; 6.5 

$7,!>00-$9,99^; {:»,700) ' lOO.O • 9./» 

$10,000-$l/,/W (8.R00) 100.0 7.9 

$l5,000-$;yv,999 (5,A00) . 100.0 9*/* 

. $25,000 or more (z.kOO) • l-OO.O 20.1 

Nojt avmilablo (5,900) ' 100.0 - . 9-7 

^ ' . ■ ^" ♦ ^ 

Vict irtiliat ion <8xporienco ' . ^ , 

Not victimized (34»90Q) 100.0.. 

VictimliVjd (25#300)\. . ^ lOO.Q. 9fg 



36.1 


17.1 


2.9 • 


1.8 • 


8.1 


^. ' 16.3 














27,9 ^, 


'18. 3 ' 


2.7 


2.1 


\ 12r3 


16.6 




15.8 


3.1 


. *l./r 




16. Q 


*0.0v.. 


/3/..6 ' 


*0.0' 


*31-1 


;• »0.0 


. ^o.tX" 


36.7 . 


23.1 ■ 




»1.7 


' 7v0 ■ 


16.6 


3/1.1 • 


IV. 9 




»2.0 


8.9 


18.1 


36.8 


iU.\ 


M,.2 


10.0 


12.2^ 


15.9 


/,8.1 


10.6 


^3.2 


to.o 


5.8 


•15.5 


30.0 


"12.9 


»/i.8 


»2.0 


9.6 


^17.1 


26.2 


10.0 


- >6.1 


H.9 


»A,9 


»9.8 


^3077 


17.2 


»2.2 


»/|.A 

■ ; 


/7.7 . 


13.3 


U6.Q 


. 1/4.8 




?.l 


a.i 


!/♦./♦ 


29.6 


2(1. /♦ 


3.x ' 




. 8.0 


18,9 



A- 



9.12 
94 

7.5 

8.8 
I3.A 
>9.8 
.a/».8 

9.0 
9.3 



WOTE: Data based on question JA. ' Detail may not add to,'iotiil bocauoo of rounding. 'Figures in porontheses refer to households in the group, 
^Estimate, 'basQd o.n zero or on about 10 o*- fewer oan'pl*^ cases, is statiy tiqally un\*oliablo. 
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Household characteristic 



* Tabl# 23. Wli#th#r or not major food shopping ^ 
dona in the nalghbortiood 

(Percent distribution of answers by liousohold rel^n^pnts) 



Total 



Yes 



No 



Not available 



All households (193,900)'] ' 


100.0 


69.1 ^ 


30.1 


0.8 


Race ' 
White (109,300) 


100.0 


73.6 


25.3 


1.1 


Black {Bh, 000) 


100.0 


63.3 


36.4 




Other (500) 


100.0 


^70.0 


^24.0 


^8.0 


Annual family income 










•L^ss than $3,000 (46,900) 


100,0 , 


(^ 6^3 


" 31.4. 


& 

1.3 


$3,000-$7,W (56,800) ■ 


100. 0 


\ 68.0 


31.7 . 


^0.4- 


$7,500-^9,999 (17,300) 


100,0 


69.3 


30.2 


*0.4 


$10,000-$14,99? (27,100) 


100.0 


69.6 ■ 


29.5 


^0.9 


$15,000-$24,999 (17,500) 


100.0 


70.6 


29.3 


^0.2 


$25,000 or more (8,800) 


100.0 


77.9 


21.2 


^0.9 


Not available ( 19, 500) 


100.0 


70.9 


27.7 


^1.3 


Victimization experience 










Nbt victimized (132,400) 


ioo.o 


69.7 


29.4 


0.8 


Victimized (6l,500) 


100.0 


67.8 


31.5 


0.7 



NOTE: Data based on question 6a. _ Detail may not add to total because of rounding. 

in parentheses refer to households in the group. 
^ ^Estiiiwte, based on about 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable. 



Figures 




Table 24. Most ImportanlTMSon for not doing m«|o]r food shopping In Iht neighborhood 



(Percent dioiribution of answers by housohold ronpOiylohtg) 



Household characteristic 



All houaoholds (?0,/»OO) 



27,700) 



'BiiKjk (30.500) 

Antiiu*! fiwnlly income 
Us8 th^n $3,000 (14,700) 
$3*00Q-$7,/*99 '(le.OOO) 
$7,50O-$9/999 «200) 
$l(j,00O~$U,999 (8,000) • 
n5,00(>-S2/w999 (5,100) 
$25,000 or mpr« (l,W) 
Not mllable (5,460) 

yioiimlut^on experience 

Not victimized (39»000) 
V^Vtptlmi«©d (19,4001 



Total 



• 100*0 

100.0 
100,0 ^ 
100.0 

f 

100.0 . 
100.0 

100. b 

100.0 
100-0 
100,0 
, 100.0 

100.0 
^LOO^.O 



No neighborhood otoron 



inadequato atorort 



High i)rico5 



Crimo 



25.9 
2/»*3 
^33-3 

18. . 

28. a 

:^5.8 
26.3 
26.6 
25.9 
2^vA 

26.8 . 
31.5 



3'..0 

34.1 
33.8 

»33.3 

31.1 
33.7 
38.8 
28.7 
360 
37.3 
/+2.1 

33:6 
34.8 



32^5 

29*8 
34.9 
'33^3 

38.3 
30*7 
28.9 
38*6 
30*5 
28. 1 
20,3 

32.2 
33*0 



1.4 



2.3 
>0,5 
»0.0 



M.6 
>1.1 

M,5 
'O.5 
*2..1 
'6.5 
»0,0 

»0,9 
2.3 



Not avaiXcble 



¥Oni Ottta baseid on queotion 6b. Detail may not add to tjJv^\ ^o<2'»"aG o<* rounding. Figureo in )>oronthooo3 refer to households in the group. 
^IKetiinate, baaed on zero or on about 10 or fjjwer sampXcoaaes, Is gtatisticolly u^iroliablo. 



7.2 



I:? 

^0.0 



10.7 
5-6 

'5.0 
5.8 
H.3 
^2.2 
11.1 

6.5 



y i 



\ 



* i 




TabI* 25. Pr«f«rr*d location for ganeral merchancHte shopping 

(Percent diatcribution of answera by houeehibld rocjpondenia) 



^ ■ «- 



Household characteristic Total ^ neighborhood Ddi(fitown Not available 

All houaeholdg (193,900.) 100.0' A9.1 /,7.8 3.1 

Race . < ' ' 

White (109,300) 100.0 57.3 38.9 3.k 

Black (eil, 000) ' 100.0 37.9 59.4 '''2.7 

Other (500) 100.0 H5.5 ' *54.5 ^0.0 

Annual family Incoflw ' ' Ifc w W 

Leas ^han $3,000 (46,900) ^ l|o.O 34.2 .^62.8 3.1' 

$3,00a-$7,499 ( 56,800) lOO.O 43-9 53.9 2.2 

■ $7.500-$9,999 (17,300) „ 100.0 54-4 .43-3 2.3 

$10,00O-$l4,999 27,100) 100.0 6y,6 -^^ 32. 1 4.1 

$15,000-$24,999 (17/50^) # ' lOO.O 73-9 " 24.9" M.2 

$25,000 or more (8,toQ) lOO.O 6^.4 31. 3 ».2.3 

No1> av?iilab|o (19,500) 100,,0 45.4 47.8 6.8 

Victinjization experience 

Mot vietitnized /(I32y^00) 100. 0 47.2 49.7 3.2 

Victimized (61^500) 100.0 53^,^ 43.8 2,9 

NOTE: D^ta based on question 7a- Dbia^J- may not add to total because of rounding, Figurefl 
in parentheses refer tj househoMa in the gro*^. 

^testimfttef baaed on vsero br^bn about 10 or fewer sample qaaes, is statiatlcally unir^liable. 

. ■. 



T«bl« 26. Most Impoiiant reason for usually doing general merchandlte shopping 
In the Mjburbt (or neighborhood) or dowhtown 



Type of »hoi>}>«r aitd 
hounoholJ ch»r»rlerii»llc 



DnHiy: Uollci* Mort* Bottor oolocllon, Crimp Ui l)rtlflr 



^Aiburlv^j (or no lnh!K>rlu><HJ ) 



All iWincholan (9^.^^) 

Uo (63,200) 

5uj«r (>200) 

Qiual fMiily Inrcxno 
LoBo than $3,000 (l6,000) 
$3.CX)0.$7,W (:iA,900) 
rr, 500^19,999 (9,WX)) 
$l0,00tK$lA,999 ()i7,)0()) 
p5.O00 4:^A,999 (U,006) 
Z5,O0O or nor« (5,00O) 
N&t fevftil«bl« (6,900) 

Vlcuy«itation axperianca 
NoV)vlctljiili»a (6:^.^00) 
VljfilniUtd (r-^,«X)) 

Downtoim o}u>pp«ra 

All houooholdo (92»700) 



Race 
WhJcta 

DIacK U9,900 

Olh»r (*300) 

Annu*X ranJLly inco«»« 
Uas than $3,000 I'^thOO) 
$3 ,000-17 »W (30,600) 
♦7.500-$9f999 (7,500) 
H0,000-$14,999 (6,700) 
$15,000 42J!.,999 '(^»,400) > 
$25,000 or ■ora (:i,700) 
Not tvallftbU (9,300) 

Vic limitation exp«rl«nce 
Not vletljalwad (65.8OO) 
VlctlMliad (X6,90b) 



100^0 
100.0 

iop.o 
idb.o 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100,0 
100.0 
100,0 
100,0 

100*0 
100.0 



0.6 

>0;7 
»0.5 
*0,0 

>0.1 
»0.9 
>0.5 

>U.O 
>0,0 
>0.0 

»0.6 
*0.7 



IKO 
5.5 



lO.i 

Ha 

616 



7.6 



'37.9 

U.9 
3-:. 6 
M!5.9 

31-7 
39Ji 
39.0 
37.7 

i!»1.3 
/•5.9 

39.2 



^.7 




0.5 j 


K ^^'^ 


^).3 


»0,i! 


»o>i 1 


1 5*7 


31.6 


>0-l 


•0.5\ 1 


1 15.7 


>0.0 


>0.0 


*0,0 V. j 


L *o.o 
1 } , 


30.0 


^>0.1 


»0.5 '1 


f 16, a 


A.O 


«0,1 


>0.(» 




^e»9 


»0.0 


*o,o 


8.5 


30.0 






5,3 




*o.o 


*o*9 


. U.3 


36,6 


'o,a 


»0*0 




-^3.7 


^o.o" 


*0.9 


'3.6 




>oa 


«0*6 


10.7 


30. a 


*o.3 


»0*^» 


• 11.9 



Prof or oloron. 



not. nvAll^ibln 



100.0 


16.0 






55.0 


6v7 




1.0 


5.7 


6.0 


100.0 


20,0 


1<5 




56. a| 


5<3 




1.0 


>.U 


6.1^ 


100.0 


10.6 






5^.^l 




n.i 


M.l 


11./, 


5.9v 


100.0 


*o.o 


•0.0 




^100.(\ 


"0.0 


^0.0 


^0.0 


•0.0 


*0.0 


1(X).0 


5-1 


3.7 






5.9 




•0,0 


13.7 


6.9 


100.0 


16.3 


1.9 




56.1 


6.P 










100.0 


17.0 


M.3 




56.*' 


6.9 






<>.l 


5.2* 


100.0 




■»0.9 




55.1 


6.1 




'0.7 


3.0 


5.3 


lOO.O 


:^1.3 






5',./, 


- 6.V 




M.> 




6.0 


100.0 




»0.0 




57-7 


»6,i' 




*0,7 


.»0,0 


6,9 


lOO.O 


17-1 


M.O 




5'».0 


0.5 


. / 




■ *i.7 . 


6.9 


100.0 


16.7 


1.5 




56.3 


7.3 








6,0 


100.0 


17.1 


7.1 




55.0 


5.5 




1 


11 


6.1 



n,i 
9.a 
'0.0 

9-3 
9.9 
■9.3 
11.1 
*7.6 
17.7 
15.0 

10.5 
10. 



/,.i 

'*.3 
3.a 
»o,o 

5-0 
3.2 
'3.0 
(».3 
3./» 



3.8 

^.7 



3.6 

3.5 
3.6 

»0.9 . 

3.7 
3.6 

-»1,0 

M.z» 
A. 4 

3.7 • 
3.3 ^ 



HOTtt OiU b«Md on quaatlon 7b. Dtttail way not «dU to tot«JL boc«U9o of roundljig, Flguraa In purenlhosfia rofer to houaaholds i\\ tho group. 
^latlniftU, b#ia#d on taro or on about 10 or towr nanplo oaaoai is ptiUot-io^Uy vinr«li«blo. 




, Table 27. Change In Itje frequency with which persons 
' werti^jii^or^venlng entertainment 

( 

(Percent dlgiribni.J/n of roirifcnnes for the populAtion ago 16 imd OTOr) 



Populpition ch«[ract9jristJLp ' Total Moro j Saqie Leas Not available 



All persons (io7,6O0) ' " ' 100.0 ,15-0^ ^6.3 38-3 O.A 



\ 



Set 

Male (177,700) lOO.Q l6.9^* •'*6.6 36-3 0.2 

Female (229,900) 100.0 13-6 A6.0 3^-9 0.5 




Race" ' 

White (227,500} lOO.O l6.2 .46.8 34-8 J 0.2 

Black (179,400) 100.0 13.6 *43-0 42.8 / 0.6 

Other (700) 100.0 ^6.4 '70-5 *23.1 'A ^0.0 

Age » 

16-19 (44,000) 100.0 46.1 27.9 V 25.6 ^0.4 

20-24 (57,900) . 100.0 20.9 36.5 42.3 ^0.2 

25-34 71.,300 100.0 16.3 39-3 43-9 *0.5 

35-49- (81,500,) 100.0 10.3 51.4 37.9 *0.5 

50-64 /(90,10Q) lOO.O ' 6.9 55.2 37.5 ^0.3 



65 and t)ver (62,800) 100,0 4-2- 56.5 38.8 ^0.5 
Lctiniization experience 

Not victijniKeci (273, 8(M) 100.0 13-0 49-2 37-3 0-4 

Victimized . (133,800) 100.0 19-2 40.2 40.2 0.4 



— • s — i ■ ■ 

NOTE: Delta bajised on question 8b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Figures 

in parentheses refer to population in the group* 
■ ^Estimeite, ^aged on zero or on about 10 or fever sample cases, ig statistically unreliable. 



Jmb\% 28. Most important reason for Incraaslng or decreasing the frequency^ 
^wltti which pertone went out for evening entertainment 



(Porconl diatribut-lon of rooponooo for tho |>0|>iilatlon ago 16 and ovor) 



Typ9 of ohango 1ft froquoncy 
tlli population c^iaraotorlBllc j 



FerBons going out more oftoii 
All poroono (6l,300) 

Nftle (30.000) 
PVjmalo '(31 r 300) 

Rftca 

Whit© (36.800) , • 

Black (i^.AOO) 

Otlior (^100) 



Ago 

16-19 
20-24 



(20,300) 
U.lOO) 

(n,6oo) 
(e.AOo) 

(6.300) 



65 and ovor (2,700) 

/ VlotlnlMtlon oxporionco 
rtot vlctlinl7.od (35.600) 
Victlmlfod (25,700) 

Poroonp going out leoo ofton 
AU poroono (156,100) 
Sox 

H»le (6/i,A00) 
FiDiT»lo (91,700) 



\ Race 
White 
Black 
Other 

Ago 

16-19 

35-49 
5<>-6/+ 



79,200) 
,76,700) 
^200) 

ill. 300; 
2/*. 500^ 
31,300, 
30,900, 
33,800 



65 and over (ai^'^OO) 

Victimization oxporlon^oo 
Not victljTilzod (102»200) 
Viotiinizod (53,900) 



•PlacOB to Own Tranopor- 

Total Monoy go, olc . Convonlonco lioalth lotion 



Ago 



ActivilAoo . 
Fpmlly otc . 



Wunl to, Olhor and-nol 







1 0 / 


'I / 

J - M 


1 , ! 


1.6 


U\ 6 


1 ^^9 


n. 


'0.1 


10. 0 


\ 


100.0^ 

100.0 


16.9 
9.6 


16.2 
22./, 


3.3 
3.5 


H).6 
1.7 


2.5 

^0.0 


IM 
12.1 


12.9 
10.0 


9.2 

. 7-0 


'0.6 


2U-0. 
16. 1 


6.9 


100.0 
lOO.O 
100.0 


l/*.2 
11.7 
^0.0 


19^0 
19.7 
^100.0 


3.0 

3.9 

^0.0 


1.3 

^0.0 


l./l 

2.0 
'0.0 


12.5 

'0,0 


IB. 3 
- 12.4 
>0.0 


8.3 

Q.9 
U).0 


»0,l) 
>0.7 
'0.0 


16.0 
21.1 
'0.0 


5.8 

6,0 
'0.0 


1(X).0 
100.0 

100. 0 

100.0 
100,0 
100.0 


A. 6 
19.6 

17.7 
7-9 

n.7 


22.5 
2/^.0 
19.3 
10.4 
11.9 
1.6.9 


>1.1 

>3.0 

^.1 
6.4 
^5.0 


^0.0 

^0.3 

>0.0 
^2.0 

^3.5 

MO.O 


M.2 
UhU 
*0.5 
M.A 
M.7 


33.0 
A.l 
M.l 
*0.5 
^0.7 
>6.9 


10,0 
10.0 

3:^.9 
35.1 
19.1 


7.6 
7.9 
lif.9 
/ 7.0 
MA.O 


'0.0 
'0.0 
'0,A 
M.5 
. '0,7 
^0.0 


19.9 
20.2 
10.3 
U.O 
15.7 
17-0 


A. 9 
6.5 
5.3 

^4.7 
*9.8 

^6.8 


lOO.O 
100.0 


12.7 ' 
13.8 


17.3 

22.2 


/,.2 
2.3 


1.7 


1-9 
M.3 


13.2 


17.0 
l/l.i» 


9.3 
7.5 


*0.A 
^0.3 


17.0 
19.5 


5.4 
6./( 



100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.6' 

100,0' 
lOO.O 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 
100,0 
100.0 

100.0 

100. 0 



10.2 
0.8 

16. /♦ 
17.0 

19. A 
^0.0 



21.3 
19.2 
25.3 

2i,./i 

i;?.9 
6.1 



17. A 

19.7 



3. A 

2.7 
3.9 

3.5 
3. A 
'0.0 

7.8 
6.1 

3.3 

M.2 
3*5 
M.5 

3.3 
3.7 



1.2 

1.4 
1.1 

0.0 
1.6 
'0.0 

M.9 
'O.7 
1.5 
M.l 

^.9 

1.3 
1. 1 



9.5 

7.9 
) 10.5 

10.1 
0.7 
H'6.1 

'1.2 
'^0.9 
M.l 
5.1 
15*6 
29.6 

10.9 
6.7 



V 



1.1 

1.2 
1.0 

1.0 
1.2 

'^0.0 



»^0.0 
1.8 
*0.6 
M.O 
M.l 
M.3 

1.2 

0.9 



7a 

8.3 
6.3 

9.0 
5.2 

'0.0 



'^0.0 

A.O 
10.0 

23. ^^ 



8.7 

\ A>2 



10.9 

1A.9 
21.7 

20.2 
17.6 
^2A.3 

19.1 
25*3 
30,2 
19.5 
11.9 
6.9 

10,7 
19.3 



11.3 

15.2 
8,5 

11-8 
10.7 
'A9.6 

16.7 
19.2. 
12.0 
10.9 
9.7 
1.6 

9.0 
lA.O 



13.7 



10. 

15^ 



12-3 
15.3 

'0,0 

8.3 
8. A 
9.9 
14. A 
18.5 
19.5 



13.1 
l^i.O 



9. A 
U.O 

8. A 

10. A 
'^0.0 

IA.9 
10.7 
8.7 
30.3 
?.9 
5.9 

9.5 
9.1 



6.2 



5.8 
6.4 



5.9 
6.5 
^0.0 



7. A 
6.4 
5.6 
8.1 
6.7 

6.1 
6. A 



NOTE: DatB based on quosLiOn 8b. Dot^ill may not add to lolul Ixicauee of rounding 
^Batimta» based on zlro or on obout 10 or fewer oaniplo cafloa, lo statiotlc^lly unrolioblo 



FlgurotJ h\ parei\U\cooo rofor to population IJi tho group. 



ERIC 
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Populitlon ch«r»ctoriaitlc 



All p«ruono*^(263.(^X)0) 

dex 

ftelo ((120,600) 

(^3/*.'*oo) 

Whlt|> (161.600) 

»u^k aoi.loo) 

Oih«r (*AOO) 

1^19 (38.800) 
2a~2A ( $0,600) 
25-34 (57,400) 
35-49 (52,400) 
50-64 (46.100) 
65 ihd ovor (17.700) 

Viotlinlnitlon exporlenco 
> Not vlct^miz^ (166,400) 
'Victimized (^,600) 



tmhlm 29. iHacet usually visited for evening entertainment 

(Percent dlotrlbutlon of roopono^s for Iho population ago 16 ftixl over) 



Total 



100. 0 

100.0 
100,0 

100.0 
100,0 
lOO.t) 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100,0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.6 



Inpldo city 



82.0 

82-3 
83.2 



77*3 
91*5 
^09.5 



90.5 
8/,,0 
83.2 
79.5 
78.3 
82.6 

83.6 
81.4 



Onlaldo city 



8.2 



11.3 
. 3.2 
*10.5 

/,.8 
7.3 
9,4 
8.2 

10,9 
7.7 

8.0 
8.5 



About Viual 



8.8 \ 



9.2^ 
8.5 

11.2 
5.1 
>0.0 



U.6 
8.6 
7,4 
12.1 
10.6 
9.2 

8.1 
10.1 



Not availably 



MOTE: D*ita baoed on quootion 8d. Detail may not add to total becauoo of rounding. Figures i)i poronthoaoo rofer 
^Estimato, based On zero or on about 10 or fowor gample oaooo, io atatiotically unreliable 



to population In the group. 



0:2 

>0.1 

>0.2 

>0.2 
*0.1 
»0.0 

»0.1 
^0.2 



*0.0 
>0/2 



>o,o 



.r \ ... < 



\ 



\ 
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Table 30. Mott Important reaaon for usually seeking evening entertainment Inside or outside the city 

(Porcont dlaiVibution of reo|"K>nnofl for I ho pop\»loiion ogo 16 aiKl over) 



Typ« of placo and popu- 
lation qh»roctoriBtic 



Total 



Convonienco, 
etc. 



Park Ijig, 
traffic 



CrJuno In 
olhor ploco 



(m,9oo) 

(92.500) 
(HOG) 

4:2.500) 

Ut700) 
36,100) 



PerQOho ontorta Inod inoido city 
All poraono (217,000) 

Halo (105,900) 
I^amale (l 11,900) 

Raco 
Whlto 
mack 
Othor 

Ag« 

16-19 
20-21, 
25-34 
35-49 

50-6/. „ . . 
65 ari& ovor ( 14,600) 

Vlctiinisatlon oxpo}(*ienco 
, ^ Not victimized (139.200) 
Victljnisiod (7«,600) 

Persons ontertainod outoido city 
AH porsons (21,600), 

'^Htle (10,700) 
l^malc (10,960) 

Hat:o 
WbltQ 
Blaok 

Other 

Age 

16-19 
20^24 

• *5-34 
35-49 

• 50-64 



to do 
^ 



Prof or 
focllltlOfii 



Othor oi'on 



VjMonds. 01 hoi- inxci 

rolotlvoo not avoilublo 



(16,300) 
(3.300) 



U,900) 

3r700) 

(5,400) 
4,300) 
(5.000) 



65 ^nd over (1,406) 

Victimization oxperlenco 
Not vlctlmitBed (13,400) 
Victimized (8,200) 



100.0 


'j(>A\ 


o,a 




V. 1 


^0. s 




0.'; 


8.7 




100.0 


56.6 


u 1 


-0.8 


10.3 


19.5 




1.0 


8.3 


2.4 


lOO.O 


j>7-0 


0 


J .0 








v • 0 


V- I 




100.0 


' 51.8 


0.9 


0.5 


9,1 


26.6 




0.4 


8.1 


2.5 


100.0 


63./. 


0.7 




9.2 


11.0 




1.6 


9.6 


2.3 


100.0 


*88.0 


*0.0 


>0.0 


>0.0 


^0.0 




^0.0 


>1.?.0 


^0.0 


100,0 


56.9 


^O.'i 




13.^* 


iO.8 




M.O 


13.6 




100,0 


59.1 


*0.2 . 


>0.6 


11.8 


17^7 




>0.9 


8. 1 


1 . 5. 


100.0 


54.7 




0.7 


11 . I 






1.0 


7. 1 


• - :.^0 


100.0 


57*7 


^0,4 


*0.8 


6.6 


V 23.9 




1.1 


6.2 


3.0 








1 'y 


; 0 
*i • 7 






In/, 
* U. 0 


7' 5 


2^3 


100.0 


54.0 


*2.2 


^0*3 


*2.1 


1 22.2 




*0.6 


14.8 


3.8 


100.0 


56.7 


Oi9 


0.7 


9.3 


19.9 




0.6 




2^3 


100.0 


57-0 


0.7 


1 ♦ 1 


8.8 


21 .0 




1 • U 


7. S 


2 S 


.100.0 


27./. 


7.2 


8.7 


0 

6.0 


29.6' 




2.9 


\2.U 


5.8 


100.0^ 


27.0 


7.4 . 




7*0 


2'U\ 




*2*5 


12.3 


8.9 


100.0 


27.8 


6.9 


9.8 




32^0 


111* 


*3» 2 


12,5 


*2.8 


100.0 


26.2 


8,3 


8.8 


5.8 


30.7 




2.9 


' 11.9 


5./.» 


100. a 


330 


M.3 


*8.3 


*6.7 


23.9 




*2*6 


15-9 


n^3 


100.0 

V 


MOO.O 


^0.0 


*0.0 


^0.0 


*0.0 




*0.0 


% ^0.0 ' 


^0.0 


100,0 


*16.9 


*7.1 


H.9 


.*9.6 


M6.7 




*4*8 


35*5 


H*5 


lOO.O 


29.6 


*8.3 


*8.5 


*7.2 


21.7 


\ 


»2.3 


19.9 


*2.4 


100.0 


28.6 


8.2 • 


10.9 


n.6 ' 


34.9 




M.6 


n.6 


*S>.8 


100,0 ^ 


26.9 


H.l 


*6.1 


*6.a 


36.1 




*3.2 


" >6*2 


11*4 


100. 09 


31.2 


8.1 


8.9 


*3.6 


30.3 






. ' ■ ^5.3 




100.0 


M9.4 ' 


V6.6 


M3*7 


*3.5 


*23^ 




* ^O.ff 


.29.8 


>3'2 


100.0 


30.1 


7.4 


6J, 


5 '6 


28.0 




i2.6 ^ 


l/,.2 


5.8 


100.0 


23.1 


6.9 


.12.^ 


6.6 


32.2 




3.2 


9.6 


6.0 



MOTEi Deta baood on question 80. Detail moy not add to total Hwic^u^o of rounding. Fiwros In paront^ooes refer to pop\jlnt ion in the grnnp. 
Z pBWor than 50 poruona. 1 ^ 

^Eatljimte, based on *ero or on about 10 -or fewer sample cao^o, is statist'icnlly unreliable. 
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Table 31. Opinion about local police performance 



(Percent CLletrlbution of responses t^r tho populAtion a|ce 16 and over) 



^«)|)ul«tlon charaoterlBtio 



ty>ui 



Good 



Average 



^or 



Don't know 



All persons (/♦07,600) 

Mile (m.TOO) 
FNttle (229,900) 

*!^u (227,500) 

^ lUok (179,400) 
Other (TOO) 

16-19 (4A,000 
20-24 (57,900 
^5-34 (71.300 
35-49 (81,500, 
50-64 (90, 100 
65 ewl over (62,800) 

JTiotiAlMtlon experl<»no« 

Not Yictlmlaed (273t**>) 
» VictliBiiwl (133,600) 



100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

;iOO,0 
100.0 - 
100.0 

100.0 ^ 
100.0 

iqo-o 

lOJfiO 

100. a 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 



43.1 
/♦2.3 



40.3 
/♦l.l 

39.6 



54.9 
28.1 
^52. 



r 



2/».2 
24.4 
30.0 

45.5 

57-0. 

65^ 

/♦6.0 
37.3 



3/» 
47.4 
^24.6 

51. 

50.3 

48.7 

41.2 

32.3 

25.6 

39.3 
42.3 



13.7 

7.1 
19.1 
Ml. 9 

20.4 
20.8 

18.3 
9.8 
6.5 

10.3 
16.8 



, 3.9 

2.8 
/».8 

?.l 

5.0 
^5.5 

37 
/,.o 

. 2.9 
3.1 
4.0 
6.2 

4.2 
3.5 



\ 



Ifot 



-0.3 

0.2 
0.3 

0.2 
0.3 
*5.7 

*0,3 
*0.5 
^0.2 
>0,/, 
*0.1 
^0.2 



0,3 
>0.2 



NDlIi I¥t« based on qu«it ion a4».\^ tell nujyitet edd to totel because of rounding, ^gures in parentheses refer to population 
vistlji^te, bas«d on ab^ut 10 or fewer samr^ cases, Is statistically unreliable. ^ , 



the group. 





;.ERJC 




Mr 



/ 



Tabto 32. Opinion •Ih>uI tocai pollc# p#i1orm«nce 



(Porconl distribution of ro spouse o for tho poiMilotlon ngo l6 oiid ovor) 



Populiition charge toriptic 



Total 



Good 



Too 



LX^n' { know 



Not avjiUfliblo 



Sox and agQ 
Halo 

16-19 

' 25-34 
35-A9 

65 •nd ovor 

16-19 
20-24 
2^^-34 
35-=49 
5CV-64 



21,900) 
25.000) 
32,000) 
34,700) 

39.9J»r 

(22,700) 



22,200;i 
32,100 I 
139,5001 
A6,W)) 
.50, 200 I 



65 and over (AO.lOO) 



Riio« and ago 

16- r9 
20-24 
25-34 
—05-49 
50-64 



18,900) 
31,400) 
36,800) 
42»900) 
55,600) 
65 And ovor (41,i900) 

25aoo) 

26,500L 

38,200) ^ 
34,300.) 

(20,900) 



16-19 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
50-64 
65 *nd ov«r 



100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
^00.0 
lOO.O 
100. 0 

100.0 
lOO.O 
100.0 
100.0 
lOO.q 
lOO.O 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
lOO.O 
100*0 
lOO.O 

•lOp.O 
100,0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 



26> 
2/66 

30.5 

//8.6 

53.7 
6/4.7 



21. 
2^. 
29. 
43. 
59. 



66.0 



49.9 
49.5 
A6.2 

36. A 
27.3 

52.0 
50.9 
50*8 
42.9 
29.1 
21.8 



20*8 
221 0 
20. U 
9.9 
6.9 
5.1 

20.0 
19.7 
16.5 
9.8 
6.2 
3.8 



2.6 
3.5 
2.7 

2.6 
2.7 

2.5 

u\ 

3.0 
3.5 

5.0 
8.3 



1^0.0 

^0.3 

^0.1 
*0.1 

^0.3 

^0.6 
^0.7 
»0.2 
:^0.6 
*0.0 
^0.1 













39.7 


A8.A 


?.8 


^2.1 


»0.0 


31.9 


, 50,6 


13*1 


3.9 


*0.4 


42.0 


/*3.6 


11.5 


2.9 


*0.1 


59. A 


32.3 


5,7 


2.1 


. ^0.4 


65.2 


28.2 


3.6 


2.9 




72.2 


19.6 


3.6 


4.3 


^0.2 


12.6 


53-6 


28.7, 


5-0 






49.9 


29.-7 


4-1 


^0.6 


17.1 


54.1 


2^.6 


2.9 


*0.3 


29.8 


' 51.4 


T4,A 


/|.2 


^0.2 


i*3.6 


39-2 


n-2 ^ 


5.8 


^0.2 


52.1 


32.2 


5-6 


9.9 


^0.2 



HOIEi IMta ba5fl<l on qu<)istion 14a. Dotal! may not add to totc^I bacaUQo of rounding. Hguros in parcnthesea rofer to population In tho gi^^up. 
^Estlinatef leased on zexv or on ajbout 10 or fewer saDiplo cases, is statlsticnlly unreliable. \ 
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Table 33. Opinion about local police performance 

(Porcont diotribiition of i^yponoofl for Iho population Bg« l6 and ovor) 



Population character lotic 



Total 



fK^Otl 



Poor 



Don't know 



10,200) * 
15,400) 
19,100) * 
19,900) 

(H.eoo>v 



Race, sex, and age 
Whlto 
Male 

16^19 

25-34 
35-49 
50-64 . 
65 iiid over 
F^ioale 
16-19 (8,800) 
20-24 (16,000) 
25-34 (17,700) 
35-49 (23,100) 
' . 50-64 (30,800) 

65 a»Ki ovor (27,100) 



11,700) 
10,400) 
13,600) 
14; 700) 
15,000) 
over (7,900) 

13.400) 
16,100) 
20,d00) 
23,500) 
19t300) 
ovnr (13,00Q) 



100.0 
100,0 
100. 0 
100-0 
100.0 

100.0 





/ 



44. A 




A A. 9 


9- A 


29.3 




52.7 


IA.3 


40.5 




42.1 


lA.:? 


61.(5 




30.6 


^.0 


61.6 




31.4 


S.O 


70,0 




22.0 


5.9 


34.2 




52.5 


10.3 


34.4 




48-7 


U.9 


43.5 




45.2 


8.6 


57.4 ^ 




33.7 


5.7 


68.2 




25 fi. 




73.5 




18.2 


:?.A 



^1-3 y 
3.A 

M.6 
1.8 

^■3.0 

A. 4 

2.5 . 
- 2.'6 

3.7 
-5.9 



/ 



100.0 

100.0 

lOO.O 

100.0^ 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

io6,o 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 



11.2 

17.8 
i6:a 
30.7 
40.4 
54.8 

13.8 



u 

44 
51 
50 
44 
37 



14 

17 

29 
46 
50 



53.0 
53.1 
55.5 
52.2 
?4.8 
29.2 



30.8 
33.1 
29.2 
151 1 
10.1 
^3.8 

26.3 
27.5 
23.2 
13.9 
12.0 
6,7 



3.8 
^3.7 
^2.1 
A.O 
4-0 
^4.2 



6.0 
A. A 
3.4 
4.3 
7.1 
13.3 



Mot ov8nal>lo 



\ 



MTEt\pktm b«8«d on quAstion 14*. Detail may hot add to total bocauao of rounding. Pigurao in parentho^oo refer to population in the group. 
tv|5a^ljBatd, ba^ed on «aro or on about iO or fewr Sample cadea, is statistically unrollabla* - . , 



52 



^0,0 

^0-3 
H).2 

^0.6. 
*o..o 

^0.6 

^0.3 

^t).6 
^0.0 
^0.0 



^0.0 
^0.4 

^0.3 
*o.6 
^0.6 
^0.0 

»0.9 
*0.8 , 
»0. 
»0. 



It 



ERLC 
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Table 34. Whether or not local police performance 
needs Improvement 
• ^ / 

. (Psui*>*»ii distribution of rosponses for tho population age l6 ond ovor) 



on characteristic Total ^ Yea No Not available 



persons (390,500) 100.0 86-3 11-2 2.!5 

Sex * 

Male (172, /,00) - 100.0 85-8 11.1 3.1 

Female (218,1,00) 100.0 86.8 11-3 1-9 

I^ace \ 

White (220,000) lQa;0 j 84.A 13-0 2.6 

Black 169(80Q) lOoTt).^.' 88.8 8.9 , 2.3 

Other (700) • 100.0 93-8 *6.2 '^0.0 

^a6-i9 (42,300) \ 100.0 '&9,u 0.0 \ 2:6 

20-2V 55,300 J 100.0 <^ 89.5 8.0 \ 2.5 

25-34 69,100) 100.0 90.3 7.2 2.4 

35-49 (78,600) 100. 0, 87.0 10.7 2.4 

50-64 (86,400) loo.e -83.4 13. a 

• 65 and'over (58,800) " lOO.O 79.7 1^.^ 2.0. 



Victimization experience 
Not victimized (261,500) 100.0 85.6 ' 12.3 2.1 
Victimized^ ( 129, 000) 100.0 87.7 9.1 3.2 

NDTEt Data l^ed on question ll^b.' Detail may^not\<J^o total because of rouKdina, mgurea 
^ 4^ parentheses refer to population itv the, group. \ i / 

*.E9tlit»ate , based on zero or on about lO or fewer sample c^esy is statistically unreliable.' 



Table 35. Most important measure for Improving 
local police performance 



(Parco|\t" diBlrlbullon of reaponaeu for thu ix)|XilntJLon ago 16 niKl ovor) 







All 


39X 






















VictimlmLlon cj^poi'lojicp 




































poroonu 


Halo 


Female 


WxXlo 




Othor 


16-19 




-•5 3/4 


J5-/.9 


50. 6/, 


ovcr 


vie tiinlxr-fl 


Victimised 




Mo:^t Importsiit nicnfiuro 




(130./,0U) 


(150,/,00) 




(127,,7(X)) 




(30,500) 


{/,.^,-^a)) 


(55,100) 


(5?\mx)) 


(59,^'^X)) 


(3/.,7tK)) 


(1»^), W) 


(97. 6^) 




' Total 


100.0 




- KXJ.O 


nx».o 


IW.n 




100,0 


l(M.O 


100.0 


1(K).0 


lOt).t) 


100.0 


l(X).<i 


100.0 




Porsonnol rosourcoa 
































Totil 




/♦7.5 


/45.0 




30./. 


^7-^.9 


-?0.3 ^ 


33./* 


/J .9 


/*fl.7 


57.1 


61.2 


/*0.5 


/♦I. 8 




Hor* poXlca 


35.cr 


3/*. 7 


/43.3 








- 21.6 


:^7.6 


35.9 


/.6.7 


5^.9 


37./* 


30.1. 






11.:? 


12|^ 


10,3 


15./. 




^0,0 


6.5 


11.0 


l/,.3 




10.^4 




11.1 


11./, 




OporatloiUl prootlcoo 
































Total ' 


35.6 








/*/..3 


*/7.1 


/./*.? 


/,0.1 


36.5 


35./, 


30.7 


29.5 . 


3/4.5 


37.6*^ 




Fpcuo on rnoro Import ajit 






























I- 


dutiCH, etc , 


9.6 


10,/, 


0.9 


9.1 


10, 3 


'0..? 


!/..« 


1 j.7 


11.-' 


' 0.7 


6.1 


^./, 


9.i* 


10./4 




Groator pi'otnptiiooui otc. 


11.1 


O.fJ 


13.8 




17. « 


^0,0 


16. S 




' H.7 ' 


10.9 


0.:> 


9.7 


10.3 


12.6 


r 


Jncroaoed traffic control 


0.6 


0./, 


0.7 


0.7 


0./4 


> 10./, 


^0,3 


1.1 


0.7 


M).'> 


>0.^) 


>0.l 


0.5 


0.7 




Hor« pollco c^rtaJ^ 




















K..3 












^ 4fea9, tlineo ^ 


U.3 


13.7 


l/,.fi 


- 13.0 




?B.3 


13.1 


13.1 


13.0 


1^.0 


l/,.3 « 


W4,/; • 


. u.o 




Goairiimlty rolailonb 




























- 13.'* 




Tbtal 


1U7. 


13.3 


10.3 


5.0 


19.0 


>0.0 




19.^ 


l/*.7 


9.1 


^ 6.3 


. " iQ.fl 




Courtesy, atVltudea, «tc, 
Don* t' dl»crlmtnate 


B.O 


8.9 


7.3. 


/j.n 


12.2 




1:^.3 


13.1 


10.9 


6./, 






6.9 


10.1 




' 3.7 


J!*./4 


3.0 


1.1 


6.9 


'O.O 


«.9 


6.1 


3.« 


2.6 


1.7 


.M.o 


'3.0 


V 3./1 


- < 






6*^ 


6.U 


' 6.7' 


6.3 


>0.0 


5.0 


70 


6.9 


6.8 


5.9 


. . 6.1 


6*2 


7.1 



NOTE: . Dftta ba8©d on quostlon l/*b. Dot all nviy not add to total bofauoo of roujKllng. Figuroo In poronthcooo rofor to |>op\ilation iji tho ^j;ro«p. 
- ^*^K3tljTiato, baoud on r.oro or on about l6 or fowor onmfilu cosbf?, io otptlotlcolly uuroliablo. 



Table 36. Most important measure for improving 
local police performance 



(Percent distribution* of responses for the })(spulation age 16 «nd over) 



Population characteristic 



Total 



Persorinel 
resources 



Operational 
practice^ 



Continuni ly 
re la I, ions 



4)ihe> 



15/600] 
19,400 
26,100 
25,900 
28,400; 

(15.100) 



Sex and age 
Male 

16-19 
■ 20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
50-64 

65 and over 
Feina le 

16-19 (14, 900] 
20-24 (22,800 
25-34 (29,100) 
35-49 (32,900 
50-64 (31,200] 
65 and over (l9,600) 

Race and age 
White 
16-19 
20-24 
- 25-34 
35-49 
- .50-64 

65 and over 
Black 
16-19 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
50-64 



(12,600) 
(22,200) 
(28,100) , 
31/100) 
37,600) 

(24,100) 

■18,0001 
19,900 
27,000 
27,500 
21.900) 
65 and over (IO.4OP) 



100.0 

ia).a 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0 



29.7 

3A.0 
45.8 
51.2 C 
57. B ^ 
60. V , 

26.8 

33.0'^ 

38.4 

46.8 

56.5 

6. I -.4 - 



Z,2. 1 
36.2 
3^8/ 
31-/ 
28. 1 

30. 7 

43.3 
40.8 
38.8 
33.0 
28.7 



23 . 1 
22.4 

15.9 
10,1 
7.2 

3-/4 



19. 
16. 

13. 

8, 

5. 

2, 



5.1 
7.4 
6.6 
7.4 
6.8 
5-.0 

6.6 
7.2 

7.3 
6.2 

5 a 
7.0 



■ lOO.X) • 


38.6 


~ 45.4 


. U.5 


4.5 


^ 100.0 


45.4 


36.0 


11.0 




100.0 


55.0 


29.8 


8.0 


7.2 


' 100.6 


61 . 9 ' 


* '25.9 ■ 


4.8 


7. 4* 


100.0 


67.4' , 


23.7 


2.9" 


6.0 


- 100.0 . 


68.4 


23.3 




6.6 


,.v>f 100.0 


' 21.2 




"28.0 


6.6 


A' 100.0 


20.2 


44.4 . 


28.4 


7.1 


feiOO.O , 


28.0 


43.7 


21.7 


6.6 


100.0 


"33.6 


46.4 ■ 


13.9 • 


6.1 


100 .-0 


39.7 ■ 


42.4 


12.1 


. ' 5.7 


1^ 100.0 


44.0 


44.1 


7..O. 


4.9 



NOTE: JPpta based on question 14b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding, 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. 
^Estimate, based on about 10 or fewer sample c^ses, is statist^ically unreliable. 
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Table 37. Most important measure (or improving local police performance 

(I'erconL disLribulion oJ" rospon30;3 fqr Lhc pojnilalion age 16 and over) 



Populftioji characteristic 



Total 



Forsonnol 
r030urco3 



Oj)oratlonal 
practices 



Coirthiuni t.y 
re3«tioti3 



Other 



n«ce, sex, find age 



Whit.(» 

Male 

16-19 
. ' 20-2/, 
25-34 
3!)-/.9 
50-6/, 
65 and 
Female 
16-19 
20-2A 
25-3/^ 
35-49 
50-6/, 
65 and 



niack 

Male 
16-19 
20-2// 
25-34 
35-/f9 
50-6/, 
65 and 

Female 
■ 16-19 
20-2/^ 
25-34 
35-49 
50-6^4 



(6,900) 

n,A00' 

15,000 

14,800) 

17.600) 
over (I0,l4i) 

(5,7(X)) 
(I0,800j 
(13,100 
(16,200 
(19,600) 
over (14,000) 



;b,7oo; 

8,000] 
,11,000) 
10,900} 
10^600) 
:tver (5,000) 

:9,200) • 
12,000} 
16,000} 
16,600). 
,11,400) 



65, and over (5, 500) 



100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100. 0 

100'. 0 

100.0 
100.0 
109.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 



ia).o ' 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 • 

100.0 
100. 

lOO.TT 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 



39.5 
/I/..4 
53.6 
62.4 

67. 5 

67. B 

37./, 

46\ 5 

56./. 

61.3 

67.3 
69.0 



22.0s 

19.3 

3A-8 
35-6 

1,1.7 
/I6.7 

20./, 

20.7 
23./, 
32.3 
37.8 

/,1.4 



41.7 
34.7 
29.7 
23.3 
23. 1 
?J>. 1 

/,9..7 
37.6 
30.0 
28.2 
24 . 2 
22.8 



/,2.4 
38.0 

34.7 

JdT2 
1,1, . 0 

1,6.0 

49.8 
49.3 
48.3 
/,4.2 



/ 



13-7 
12.9 
8.7 
5.4 
2.9 
^2. 3' 

6.8 
9.0 
7.1 
4.3 
2,9 
M.O 



30.6 
36.0 
25.8 
16.6 
14.7 
V5.9 

25. A 
23.3 
18.9 
12.1 
^9.8 
7.9 



NOTE: Dat^a based ot^ question 14b. Detail may not add to total because of rounding, 
in parentheses refer to population in the group. f 
'•Estimate, ^ased on about 10 or fewer sample cases, Is statistically unreliable. 
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7. 9 
8.8 
6.5 
5.8 



^/,.l 
6.9 
6.4 
6-. 2 
5.6 
7.3 



5.0 
6.6 
4.7 
5.9 
7.4 
*3.4 

8.1 
7.4 
7.9 
6.3. 
4.1 
H.4 
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Appendix tl 

Survey instrument 

Form NCS 6, Ihc aUiuidc survey insirimicni, 
contains two batteries ot question?. The fit si of these, 
covering items I through 7. was used to elicit data from 
a knowledgeable ad uh member of cach'hoiischold (i.e., 
the housctiold respondent) Questions H through U> 
were askcdiduectly of each household 4iieniber age 16 
and over, including the household r^-spoudeni Unlike 
the procedure followed in th^T viclimizatiou /com- 
ponent pf the survey > there v^as no provision for prpxy 
rcsponses^on bchftif of individuaK.Who wcr? abscn\ or 
incapacitated during the inleryicWing period. 

Oata on the characteristics of those interviewed, as 
well as details conperViing'ftny ej^peiit;nces as victims of 
the measured crimeK, were gathered with separate 
instruments, ForiVis Uc^') and \Vhich were 
adfnirtistcrcd imtnediately after NCS 6. Following is a 
facsimile of the latter questionnaire; supplemental 
forms were available for use in households where more 
than three persons w^re interviewed. Facsimiles oi 
Forms NCS and 4 have not been included in tliis 
report, but can be found in Criminal Vicfimization 
Surveys in New Orleqns, 1977. 
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U.i- 0«f>Af«TMtHi or COMMInCft 



NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY 

CfHTHAl CiTieS SAMPt^ 
ATTITUDE QUrSTIOHHAlRC 



I i,ij«t It iiiAf li« kva.i i-il> l<> ii-x.-M ( III, t -^af t<« ..ivil , {... 



A. COAlroi numbfli 



I Panrl 



B. Nimf of ho^tehaJd he^i) 



RcMOn l<H nootntervicw 

» [ » TYPf A ^ 



Irvr'C 0 



Rare •! M«4 

1 I I Whilt 

»[ fOihfi 



ctNSus use Only 



(3) 



HOMSCHOLO ATTITUDe QUKSTIONS 



Bffetf wt |tl to llw <Mjo( iioftlOT of IM iU(v«y, I would liki (o aik 
JTM > ftw quttliont rtlittd to «w6]tcl» nftich itttn to b« of some 
COBCtm to Ho#tt. Th«»« ^utttioni Ilk yoo what you think, wtut 
yel tHi. yew attitudtt oilniotit. 
How totlt H«vt you livt^ it tM« idrffits? 



« \ ' i th«i) 1 y»ji ^ 



I 



7». 



Why l4 yo4i MlHt Hilt fwtlcuitt Ml|h^hood7 Any othir rtiion? 

» ' Ntiit*Ofhoo<> ch»»^tltii»tit» ~ typ« ol iieighboii, ervvMpnnwnl. 
»trfil». wiK»v ftc. 

2 Good vchooii 

« Only pUct houiiiif could b« loiiiHt. tncK of choico ^ 

6 ' .PliCr fffhl ** 

% 'LOfHt'on - clos« lo )ot), r«mit^. riivnds, iChoot, shot^pinkt vtc. 

7 ' Houi* (>p«rtmtfitt MfiiOptfily chArACltnitic^ « qu»t|(y. 
• y<fd ftpKt, ftlc. 

9 ' ' Aiw^yi irvtd in lht\ iWighbOfhOOd 



, Which rtitoti would yoti siy wai thf most imf oftint? 

_w — r^-^, ^— , filial /ftftM *it*fl<n;i 



, Mift did yeu llvt btfoff you i^Qwd htft? 

1 ; OutMtf. u,$. 

2; ^niitff UmtU of thJt city 

y $Om«whcrt tia* n» U.S. - f^p^My^ 
^ • ^ f 



Courtly 



® 



, Did )tM llvt Inil4t the llpllt ol i cllr. lown, vllliit, tlc.7 



' y«% - €niOi ry^nm of Ctly. liMn, tic. 



4*. Why did yoM kivt th«fit~^y ot)Mf luion? /aaha «// //>«{ «iv>f>^/ 

I [ ] t.uc«M(Hi it(»fi to fCtl, C«mily, fttfoOi, w^ool, «hopf>int' «K., I>«r« 
7I ] r^Oittf («|>«fl'T^i)l) 01 p«Oi*«ily th«r>i.lrfttli(t - tiic, quJUily. 

3 I } W«ntt<} ImIUi huu&inf, oad liUn>« 
4{ ' W«nt»<( rr>f ^>«i hOu»((t« 

D[ |NAf rKi>(« •virlvil, (>ullftii)| it<ii(>o(itr>»d, 1 oiHlcnwirO, ftC. 

(I I ) C^'ii|* in livin| ^1 1 4ii|("iK'i<l ^ iiuiiUi , 's.^jintc^ 

lo tiv« 4lo<i«, rU 

f\ jtlMJ fl«m«nl muvii^ m 

n{ jCfimc in old iMifthbrnhood, idaid 

of lOitfn'l fMliNbofhood ch»r«ct«f tidtt - •OvuOnnwnl, 
p«ot>l«mt with rMifhbCHi, etc. 

10 i I QUitf - Spicily 



fit 'THiij iNtn 009 fVffJfm/ 

b. Which (fason would you lay wax thf most Impodaitt? 

f»i(»i »u nib* I 



Sa. Il thaia anythtn| you don't like alMul Ihii r>il|hbofhood7 

0 Ho J«/P li» (if 

Wf \ - What? Anything else? 

• ffnUlt, pXlhlDJ 

3[ I titVNOivnvnt*! p^olllVmt ^ tiAth. DOItt, 0>r«/(,(Owdlne. clC. 

3[ iCirm* 04 of (.iirne 
4{' I Public tf*nkpOft»liOn piOblvm 

a ' iiuid«qaii« kiiiooli, »Ihh>(M»i IvcUititt. vtc. 

0 ' ' fU6 •lemcnl n>OVin| lit 

T Ihut^lemt wif) Mfifhbi>is. tliiii»<.t«MstiCt of nai|htiois 

0 Olh«ii - SjLVfO'/y ^ 



b. Which pfObltm would you say it Ihe moil teflous? 



Do you do youf mijof food thofping In this n*i|hbo(hooo? 

Oi Yi-j MKIP to 7m 

M|» Why f«l? Any othei fMioit? m'h »u i/wi w/y; 

y »^ - Ho tlorei lii nenliLwhotKl. oth#r» mOr* COnvimfnl 
3. jStotft In nciihboitiuod inAdcguAtf. pfvfeit (b«ttfi> 

i. High i»(c«t. coninnAiiify 01 fX (Iw^psi 
4 ' ' line 01 (em o( Crmir 

b ' Otl>*f - SpOCity 

nKflff /^il Off* rMson/ 

b. Which rtaton would you S|y is thf mott iMpoflwit? 



7i 



When you shop fo( thiftn othti than food, such *t clothini ftRf lal 
MrchMdiw, do yoo USUALLY |o to siuhufbm ot nci|hbothoQd ihopplni 
centeit o( do you shop ''downtown?" 

1 ' ] Sufbufban o; r>«tgr>borf)0{Hl 
2 1 I Oowntowit 

Why it thit? Any othei rtaton? (Kf^ih nv umi ^w'i > 

1';^ { D<lt«l pAfktlll, t«»l ttAlllC 

1 IktleMraitlpOttntlOn 
^ I M04« cOflv«nifnt 

'] \ Deilf stledion, mOi^ JtOicj, nioro ChOJCir 
) AffAid of Clime 
JSloie tiou«s belief 
7l jBellei p<ices 

B' }Pref«ii ir>«n«il utoic*. locslioii, jeivtcc, cmploycri * 

9 OHttJi-i/Wf'/y ^. 

Which one would you say is the mott ifnpoflant reason^ 



J, 

4, 

l\ ] 



IHTEflVIEWER - Con^lwU intwrvi^w with itOusoho'n tosroinh'tn, , 
beginning with hKiiviiiuni Attitiitti' 0^K's^i(^^\9, 
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IMDIVIDUAl ATTiTUDC Oiff STI0H5 



(ili) 



\\ I Ort* • « v*f«k 0* mtH* 4i j 7 ix 3 tim»» * v^jf 

?[ I l«Bk lh»n one* * WDCV »{ ] 1 1 »| ll\«n 7 3 l<mf , « 

lh»n WK« » >••*' W n«Vfi 

. Do fog |o (e th^t« piKti pkm* w Iv«s now than ]roo did • ym 



) ri*ct» to |o, itfO(>i« 
10 io with 

I Conv«nl«iK:« 

[ ) m»n\\ (cmn) 

{ ) Ti«n»|iOf lAtlnn 



o| jA(t<vill«», Kchoul 
{Ciinw ot t9»t of rilm* 
10 [ )Want to, lihf to, •njovfiHriit 



(W) 



('<») 



Which iMtoo would you t»y it tH« most im^lmt^ 

tn\*\ n0ni fiif>rfJ*» 

CHI CK ^ U tM>» 1 . 2. o< 3 nviiKcil in 0JI' 

. Irtwn/ou do |o ourto"f«Uwiiyi W ftt*Wf» In fh* •wnlni. \i R 
utuJifx In ttM city V ouHldi o1 the clty7 

) I ] UtMlly u\ live Clly 

3\ }\}himI\y oii4»lil« of lh# rlly 

5 ; j About fqujl - fKiriofyi* 

. Why do you utually |o (outvidf tht city In thf ctty)' Any othei 

1 ' ' Mitir cmivmicdi. f.tniMiiir. #.if<oi to KCt llwc.onl^ |it.ii.r jivjiiljltir 

2 j 1 P*iKini p«o(})«mt. tiiflu 

)( ] Too miKh ( ftm«) III olhai Ptiii* ' 

4 ( ] Mo«« to do , 

»{ )Pi«f«{ (b«lt«f) raclllttai (lailiiiMiints, ih«Ji|ff«. itc.) , 

o{ 1 Mof e «Apt:niiy« tn ulhtf 

7 [ I ll«i.;iUxf of I«ikJ*. fsl.i|lvas 

Oj |Olhei Sp*f//> ^ 

. Which iMSOn wOiild you liy ii lh« moit in^oftinl? 



. Now I'd Mht to H yovf opyont tbout a\m In 
WIMh tM PMl yur Q( two. (b yoM think thit dint h your 
ntighboihood hti Incrttied. dtcrMttd. w rtMlnid about Iht %tm7 

t\ ']inCf«»»d 4{ ]OonM Know - *KtP toe 

2 r lD«€ita»ed st |Hav«n't lived h«f« 

i\ lS*n>« - SKIP u> , ' 



. Wtn you thlnlilftt about mt tptclfic klndi of crlnti whtn you Mid 

you think ciim« in youf n«l^bo<hood hai (incrvastd. dccieaied)! 
0' )No Y«> - Wtut hlndt of ciimtt? 



. How a^t My crIiMi which mi D« haMtnlni Hi your Mlfhboihood 
would you tay ttwy ait coiMimtd Motliy by iSt p«opi« who liv« 
h«re tn thlt ntl^iboihood or moitty by oulildtft? 

1 1 '] No cMm«y happtfainf 9(71 Oulildert 

in o«»ght)Othood ^ ^.^^ tqu*lir by twUi 

2f lf>tOpU llvJlHlh.1. V ' ij[ ]0on'tKr>Ow 



10a. 



Within tht put y*a( Of two do yo4J thM tfiat crlMt In th« UniM 
Staf«t hai InctMitd, dccrtaicd, o( rt|fuilftfd«bou( tho sam«7 

^[ |0«<r»ji*tdj ^ 4l 1 Don't kooirv j 

Voit yojj^tfiinVhi about any «pt«lfk kinds of crlmts whtn you said 

you ttilhh crimf in thf U.S. hat (lncft«std/dtcr«astd)7 

o[7)No Y«* -What Itlivds of crimes? v.^ 



1 la. How taft yoi fflwl of would you lt«l b«in| out aloni In your 
nil^tbortwod AT NIGHT? 

t{ jVtiyftafa S ( ) SomtwiKt unsafe 

2 J ROioniibty 4 [ J Vary un»af« 

How tbooi OuWcTh E 0 A y' > kIwTala doVou f mI ¥wwld" 
you fool bdni out atont in your nai|hb«hoodf 
*UjV«ys«Jt i[JJSontwh»t woiafi 

a[^Ht««oOaWy »»f# *CJ^*'l' WW*** 



CHI CK 1^ I •>oV •III* ..Ml h »•« J <.i 4 n.u^f« 1'^ ailtMti itOM.r 
ITf II fl T I ' • «. ' N.. 'jM/' «.• ■. 

lie. Il tU Ml|)iko<Wr£«i|»iOMt aMmfh In you thinV •aiiouily 
about pwvImi >o«i*wh«t« •litf 

o( I No M/r IP 

Ya> Why don't you? Any o<h«r itaiarf (am»,s Att ff^t iw^J 
N j )C«>» t »ffo*tJ to el [TiiMi i« fT>ov* «w)n 

j I' ] Can't fiitd oMmii rwHiiiim 0 i ] tt««iliv 01 *f« 

( 



d Which f««ton would you Sly U Ih^ mOtl imfKMlatit^ 



17. How do vou think vour Mifhbofhood compMts with othoii In this 
MtiopolltM MM In tofus of ciIm#7 WouM you tay It Is -- 

,( llhKh llOfcdaflCVIOUt? 4[ ]l.tttdMt«fOMt7 

2{ ] Mm t dwifMous? ^{'\ Ibch If ss danfttous? 



()«) 



I3a, Alt thffv soM P«ts of this MtfOfotllMi mm w4»m« you have a 
m»OA to fo Of would llhf to r> DURING m DAY. but »t Mriid 
to bvcMJSt of r«ai of ciIiim? 
o; ! No Yf« Which ttctioo(s)7 



b. How tbou< AT NIGHT - ait thvff totit pm\i o4 (hit fta who rt y«u havt a 

rtason to r> o< would liht b fo but Kt tfiaid to btctust of foat di a\ml 

o| |Nu Y«> - Which itctloo{s)7 . _ 



Mj 



b- 



Would you SJy, in |«ntral. that youi lx«l polict Mf doinf a rood 
Job. «n avtitfo job. w a pooi fob' 

1 1. { CioiMi > ! '1 r>H>< 

?| ]Av«iJi(0 4f I Don't Kitow - SK/^ (0 i5Jf 

In what wtys could thty Inprovf? Any othif ways? /AinrA ^ff i^^i «jv"vi 

I ( I No impiovamcnt n*«d«d - $HfP 10 (^n 

3 { ] Hlf« mora pottC«m«ii 

9! I CiHKaiitfSta on rnoia Invoitanl duties, loiiuut Cilntf. etc. 

4( I Oa moia piOfTH)!. i«lp(intlV«. »ltlt 

ft \ ) Inv|ii0ve tfAiiiIni]. lAi^r qiUlItU Jit Ions 'o* iti iullm«nt potiriri^ 

r>\ I lie iiwif C0i»tP0U», imiiiove jtltttinJe. ton'f'MMiMv leUtiOiM 

; I [loit't Uitciiii^inAte 

n I I N««(J inoia ItAffii luntiol 

9 1^ ; Nrad iTHiif iHiHcf nwn ol (ijulH ulfi tvP** I'oot, t i m 

cvftnin »f«*i 01 c*(tjlo tlnws 

10 [ jOO^rt KlHlw 

Ollwr - SfHH ffy 



{It mof* than «w»a wAyi 

Which would you say is thf most impoitant' 



345) 



Now I havt SMM mo(« (jutttlonl about your opinions conceitiini ciimr. 

PItatt takt this C«d, Of»nd r*mtHMni9nl AttltiAfm / lnufKeta. ^n:^ 

Look at tht FIRST stt ol stattnttntt. Which ont do you afrte with most' 
I )M>r cruifHas of beuifl xttacKeit ui fOU)fU h^vf OONl UP 
In tht pa»t raw yaaiK 

~)My crwmcai of tMi;i| •tiackad ex tobbrd Ufivt QOnC nOWN • 
In lh« p^tt law yejtts 

)J^1 My clKincai of bving attached ot iOM>od lixs-rn't ( liAiigrit 
In \tm pjtt raw yaAis 

4| I No^pliiion 



Which of tht StCOND roup do yoo artt with mosl^ 

I [ ]Cfln« 1% LtSS \riioin irwip llM* ivawip.i|K>i% .mil IV i^ty 
2[ jCilnia l» Mora »ailou» tiMti IN- iiowi|Mi>Cf4 flrKl IV >fly. 
aj ' jCiltna Ik About .»» «ftiOU» rts tit* tM3w»p,i|ir</VrKl TV ».»y 
4 [J I No ot>inloii 



lU. Do you thir* f^EOPLE IN GENERAL havt llmlttd 01 chinttd thttr 
tctivlllts In tht past ftw ytart ^mtt they ate afraid of crime? 

Yai ?! )No * 



® M 



b. Do you think th»l moil PtEOPLF IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD have lifflittd 01 
chanitd thtiiactlvltlts In the past lew ytait because they aie afraid ofcilme? 

^'U.l'i - - ■ \ 

c. in iwietal, havt YOU limited m chanitd your activities in the P'slHt* 
yean bKwst of cikne? ^ 

ipvM gl.)No 



INTERVIEWER - COf)f//iu« //if#/v/ew w/r/j r/i/a /•apo^H/eni on NCSO 
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App#ndix III 

Technical Information 

and reliability of ttie estimates 

Survey results coiitiiined in this publication aie 
hnscci on data gnthorcd duringenrly 1974 (roin pcMsons 
residing within the city linuts ol New Orleans, 
iiuluding those living in eeitain ivpes ol gioup 
ipiarteis. sueh as iloi nntories. rooming lionses. aiul 
leligious grtuip dwellings Noniesidenls ol the city, 
ineluding tourists nnd comnuUers, did not lall within 
the scope ol the survey. Similarly, crcwnieinbers ol 
merchant vessels. Armed l-orccs personnel living in 
l^nlitaiy barracks, and institiitu>nali/cd pcrsi)ns, such 
as coiicc(ii>nal (aciliiy inmates, wcic not iiiulci 
considciation. With these exceptions, all pcisons age 
16 and ovei living in units designated loi the sample 
were eligible to be interviewed. — 

Kach interviewer's first contact with a unit selected 
lor the survey was in person, and, il it were not possible 
to secure interviews with all eligible mcmbeis ol the 
household duiing the initial visit, interviews hy 
telephone weie pcmnssibic thcrcaltei Pio\} re 
spouses were not pernutted (or the attitude siTivey, 
Survey records wtrre processed nnd weighted, yielding 
results representative both of the city s population as a 
whole and of various sectors within the population. 
Because they are based on a sample sui vey rathei than 
a complete enumeration, the results are estimates. 

Sample design and size 

Kstimalcs frotn the survey are based on data 
obtained from a stratified sample. The basic frame 
from which the attitude sample wtis drawn - the city's 
complete housing inventory, as determined by the 1970 
Census of Population and Housing was the syme as 
that for the victimization survey. A determination was 
mft^e that a sample roughly half the si/e of the 
victuDi/ation sample would yield enough attitudinal 
data on which to base reliable estimates. For the 
purpose of selecting the victimi/iition sample, the city s 
housing units were distributed among 105 strata on the 
basis of various characteristics. Occupied units, whicli 
comprised the majority, were grouped into 100 strata 
defined by a combination of the following character- 
istics: type of tenure (owned or rented); iimnber of 
household members (five categories); household 
income (five catagories); and race of head of hou.schold 
(white or other than white). Housing units vacant at 
the time of the Census were assignedvto an additional 
four strata, where they were distributed onthe basis of 
rental or property value. A single stratum incorpo- 
rat^H K''^^^<P qualrters. 
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1 1> iu count loi unils huili .iflci ihc h> /O ( eiisus, a 
sample was dniwn. hv meai^s ol i\t\ lodrpciuhMU 
cleiical i^peiation. ol peiinils issneil loi ihciDnsiiuc 
tion of residential housing within the city. I his enabled 
the piopci rcpicseiUation in the siiivey o! peisons 
occupying housing built after 1970, 

In Older to develop the half sample iet|Uircil lor the 
aitituile survey, each unit was landomlv aAsignod Xo 
I ol 12 panels, with units in the In si 6 panels being 
designated loi the atytudc suivc>, I his piocediiie ic 
suited m the selection of 6,075 housing units. Durmg 
the survey period, 977 of those units were found to be 
vacant, demolished, converted to nonresidential use, 
tempoiaiily occupied by nonresidents, or otherwise 
ineligible lor both the victi mi/at ion and attitude 
suivcyi. Al an acklitional IKO units visited by in- 
terviewers it was impossible to conduct interviews be- 
cause the occupants could not be reached after 
repeated calls, did not wish to participate in the survey, 
or wcje unavailable for other reasons. 1 hercfdie, inter- 
views were taken with the occupants of 4,9 18 housing 
units, and the rate or^participation aniong units 
ijualilied lor interviewing was9(V.5 percent l^arlicipat- 
ing units were occupied by a total of 9,778 persons age 
16 and over, or an average-bf about two reside(iis of the 
relevant ages per unit. Interviews were conducted with 
9,301 of these persons, resulting in a response. rate of 
95.1 percent among ehgible residents. 

Estimation procedure 

Da^a records generated by the attitude survey were 
assigned either of two sets |^f final tabulation weights^ 
on« for the records of individual respondents and 
another for Uiosc of household respondents. In each 
case, ihc final weight was the product of two 
eleuKMits a factor of roughly twice the weight used in 
tabulating victimization data estimates and a ratio 
estimation factor. The following steps determined the 
tabulation weight for personal victimi/iition data and 
wcr^, therefore, an integral part of the estimation 
procedure for attitude diita gathered from iitdividual 
respondents: (I) a basic weight, reflecting the selected 
unit's probability of being included in the sample; (2) a 
fack)r to compensate for the subsampling of units, a 
situinjon that arose in instances where the interviewer 
discovered many more unit$ at the sample address than 
had been listed in the decennial Census; (3) a within- 
household nonintcrview adjustment to account for 
situations whereat least one but not all eligible persons 
in a household were interviewed; (4) a household 
nonintcrview adjustment to account for households 
qualified to participate in the survey but from which an 
interview was not obtained; (5) a household rapio 
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cslini.ilc l.u iDi lot bunging csiiina Irs dcvclopcil 1 1 oin 
llu* s.iinplc o! P>/0 housing unils uilo ailiuslnK nt with 
ihc inni|)lcic ( cnsus (■<>uni ol such uiiMs. aiul {0) .1 
populaliiin lalio csiinuilc lacloi thai bioughl the 
sample cMiinalc into accord with posi-Ccnsiis 
csiiniaics ol ibc population age 12 and ovci and 
adpislcil the data loi possible biasas icsullmg lioni 
un(h*ico\ eiagc oi ovcicovcjage ol the populalion 

Ihc household lalio csiunafion pioccduic (step *>) 
achic\c<l a slight iciliu tioii 111 the cMcnl ol sampling 
\ai lability,, the I cby i educing the niaigni ol cm 01 m the 
tabulated survey lesulls. It also compensated loi the 
exclusion from each stratiijn ol any households 
already included in samples lor certain othei (Vnsiis 
Hiiieaii progiams. Ihc household lalio cstnnatoi was 
no! applied to mteixicw lecoids gatheied liom 
lesKlents ol gioup ipKU*^*rs or ol units constiuclcd 
alter the C ensus I m household \ letimi/ation data 
(and attjtude data liom household respondents), the 
final wrig^u incor|)ora(ed all o\ (he steps described 
above except the third and sixth. 

I hc ratio cslnuation lactor. sccoikI element ol the 
linal weighi. was an ad|UsUncnt loi bunging data Irom 
the attitude sui vey ( w lucli.as indicated, was based on a 
hall sample) into accord with data Jiom the 
victimi/alion survey (based on the whole sample). 1 his 
adjustment, required because the ullilude sample was 
randomly constiuclcd Irom the viclimi/alion sample, 
was used lot the age, sex. and lace charactei istics o! 
icspoiulcnts. 

( 

Reliability of estimates 

A,s previously noted, survey results contained in ihiv. 
report arc estimates. Despihr the precautions taken 10 
nunimi/e sampbng variability, the estimates ate 
sub)ect to eriors arising liom the fact that lhc>sainple 
employed was only one ol a laige number ol possible 
samples of equal si/c that could have been used 
' applying the same sample design and selection 
procedures. Fstlmhtcs cl^'ivcd from different samples 
may vary somewhat; (hey also may^flcr from figures 
developed from the average of alrpossiblc samples, 
ijven if the surveys were administered wMth (he same 
sthcdiiles, instructions, and inlerviewcrs. 

I'lie standard error of a survey estimat^* is a measure 
of the variation among estimates fioni all possible 
sam|)|lcs and is, therefore, a gauge of the precision with 
which the estimate from a particular sample 
approximates (he average result of all possible 
samples, Ihc estimate and its associated standard 
error may be used to construct a confideiite interval, 
that is, an interval having a prescribed probability (bat 
it would include the average result of all possible 
samples. Theavcrage value of all possible samples may 
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or-mav not be conlained m anv pjiiiicnliii computed 
in(ci\al llo\\c\ci . Ihc i li.nucs .uc about ()S o\\\ »)! 100 
lhat a stM\c\ dcincd cstnu.iU would ihtlci lii>!H ihc 
avciage icsiill ol all [Possible saniplcs b) less th.in one 
staiuhiid CI KM Similai ly. the chances aic aboiit/X) o,ut 
of 100 t^it thcdillciciiccs would be less llian l b tunes 
the standaur en 01: aboul out of 100 that the 
dillcicncc would be 2.(Himcs the standaul eiioi.and 

out oi 100 clianccs iluit it wmild be less than ? S 
nines Ihc st.iiiilaid ctioi Ihc ()K pciccnl cimiIkIcikc 
iiUcival is defined .is the langc o\ \:ilucs gi\cn by Ihc 
estimate minus the standard eiror and the csiimale 
plus the standard error; the chances arc bK in 100 that 
the -average value of all possible samples would lall 
within that laiigc Siiuilaih . the ^>!> percent cmiiidcncc 
inlcival IS delincd .is the estiniatc plus 01 imniis two 
standaid ei 1 ois. 

In addition t(^ sampling eiroi. the irsiunalcs 
presented in this rcpori arc subject to nonsampHng 
error, chielly al feeling the acciiracY ol the distinction 
between victims and non\'ictinis A major soiucc ot 
nonsamphng erioi is iclaled to the ability ol 
icspoiulcnts to lecall whether or not lhc\ weic 
\ictimi/cd dining the months piioi to the lime ol 
interview Kcscltrch on iccall indicates lhat the ability 
to remember a crime varies with the time mtcival 
between victimi/ation and interview, the type of crime, 
and. perhaps, the socio-dcmographic chaiactcrisdcs ol 
the icspondcnl laken logctlier, recall piol,)lcms may 
lesult m ;in undcisiateinent ol the "ti ue" fuimher of 
victinii/ed peisons and houseludds. as delincd liu the 
purpose of ihi^i report. Anolficr source of nonsamphng 
error periainiiig to victimi/ation c;^perie|icc involves 
telescoping, or bringing within the apprtlpriate 12- 
month relerciK\; period \ ictimi/alions that occuned 
before 01 aftei the close of the period. 
" Although the pioblems ol recall and telescoping 
probably weakened the differentiation between 
victims and non victims, these would not have allected 
the da\i on personal attitudes or behavior. Neverthe- 
less, such dalii may have been affected by nonsamphng 
errors icsuliing from incomplete or erroiKMUs 
responses, systematic mistakes introduced by inlci- 
viewers, and improper coding and processing ol data. 
Many of these errors also would occur m a complete 
census. Quality control measures, such as inter vicwei 
observation and a reinlerview program, as well as edit 
procedures m the field and at the clerical and computer 
processing stages, were uiili/ed to keep such errors at 
an acceptably low level. As calculated lor tins survc) . 
(he standard eiroi.s paitially measuVt; only tluisc 
random nonsaiupling eri orsarvsingl rom response and 
interviewer errors; (hey ^o no(; however, lake in(o 
account any sy.*>tOhiatic b\ises in the data, 
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Regarding the rclinbilily ol duta. it should he luxed 
that esiuuates hasetl o\\ /cio oi on ;d)oni 10 oi icwiu 
sanipli* Tiiws UiWv iM t ii^t onsuh u il min luihlr Siu h 
esIiiiKitcs iiie ukMitilu'd in looliuMes lo the iIjIj tahli s 
aiul weie iiot used (or purposes ol analysis \\\ this 
report. For Ne\v^)rleans. a niiiuinuin weighietj 
estimate of 400 was eoa^>iclered sialisiieaHv reliable, as 
was any peieentage based on sueh a liguie 

Computation and application 
of the fttandurd error 

hor sin vey cslinuilcs lelcvaiu to either the individual 
Ol household respondents, standard errors displayed 
on tables at the end of this a|>pendi\ can be usetl foy 
gauging sampling variability. Ihese eiiois are 
approxnnaluMis and suggest an oidei ol inagnitutle ol 
the slandaid error gather than the preeise enoi 
associated with any given esliniate. lable I eonlains 
standald error approximations appheable to inlornia- 
tion from individual respondents and lable II gives 
errors for data derived from household respondents, 
l or peieentages not speci'ieally listed in the tables, 
haeai iniei pi)|alion must be used tt> appi oxiinate the 
btaudaiil it\ loi . 

lo illustrate (he application of standaid eiiois in 
measuring sampling variability. Data lable I in th^s 
report shows that 86.5 pcieeiil of all New Oi lean.s^ 
residents age 16 and over (407.600 persons) believed 
crime in the United States had increased I wo -way 
linear interpolation ol data listed in lable I would 
yield a standard error oi about 0} peicetit. 
Consequently, chances mrc 68 out ol 100 that the 
estimated percentage of 86.5 would be within OJ 

.percentage points of the average rpsuh frqm ull 
possible samples; \^c., the 68 .percent confidence 

^interval associated wit,h the Cstiihate would be fioni ' 
86.2 to 86.8. I urlhei more, the chanees aie 95 out ol 
100 that the ei^timatcd percentage woi^ild be roughly 
within 0.6 pctecntage points of the average for all 
samples: i.e., jhe 95 percent confidence interval wo^ikf- 
be about 85.9 lo 87J percent. Standard errors 
associated with data from household respondents are 
caleut/ited in the same manner, using lable I!. 

in con)paiing two saiuple csliniates, the standard 
error, of the difference between the two figures is 
approximately equal to the square root of the sum of 
the squares o| the standard crroK of cneh estimate 
considered scparate^yr-A!!! ail example, Data Table 12 
shows that 23.4 percent of males and 7.6 percent of 
Icma|c8 (elt \?ery uSiife when out alone in the neighbor- 
hood at night, a diffcrenc^of \^ percentage points. 
The standard error for each estimate, determined by 
interpolation, was about 0.6 (males) and 0.3 (females). 



Using the loi inula described previously, the standfnd 
ciioi o^ the dilleiciur^bctwern .M -I ;nul / (> pi^u eniis 
expiessed .is (0 6)* ' (0 \)\ uhuh <'qiuils .ippu>\i 
inalfiN 0 I bus. i lu' (onlidrm e inlei \»iLil one sl.nid 
aiileiu^i aiouiul the dillercncc ol I 5 8 would be lioni 
I y I to 16.5 ( I 5 8 phis oi minus 0 7) ami at two stnnd- 
aLl criiMs lioin 14 4 to I 7 2 I he lalio ofa ddleienei* to 
itsNlaiulaid CIIOI dclines a value thai can be cquatcil io 
.1 lc\el ol sigmlK,iu(e. I oi example, .i lalio ol ahoui 
^ 0 (Ol inoie) denotes that llu" dilleieiVi e is sigiulu ;mU 
at (he M5 peieent eonltdiMue level (oi lu^duM ). \\ ratio 
ranging bciween about 1.6 and 2.0 indicates that (he 
dillerenee is signilicant at a conlidcnce level between 
90 and 95 ()ercent: and a ratio ol less than about T6 
dclines a level ol eonlidenee below 90 pereent In the 
abi)\e e\.niV^)le. the i.itio ol the difleienee ( I "^ 8) to the 
standaid ei i or (0 7) is equal to ?.? (\ a lignie well alio\c 
the 2.0 mininunn level t)l eonlidenee applied in this 
report, I bus, it was concluded that the dillercncc 
between the two proportions vvas'statistically signifi- 
cant, l ordala gatheied Ironi houselu)ld icspondents, 
the signilicance of difleienees between iwo sample 
estHiiatcs is tested by the same pioeetluie. using sland- 
aid en oi sin I able 1 1 v 
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Table K Individual respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated pn^entages 
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Table II. Household respondent data: Standard error approximations for estimated percentages 
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Glossary 



Age — The Jipproprintc age cjitegory is tleiermiiicd 
by eiich icspoiuleni s age as ol (he hisl ilay ol iht' inoiUh 
prceeding the interview. 

Annual family Income— I iiehide^ the income ol 
the household head and all other related persons 
residing in the same household unit. Covt^T^ the 12 
months preceding the interview and includes wages, 
salaries, net income from business or farm, pensions, 
interest, dividends, rem. and any other lorm ol 
nionelary income. The income ol persons unrelated tp 
the head ol household is excluded, ' 

Aaeault — An unlawful physical attack, whether 
aggravated or simple, upon a person. Includes 
attempted assault with or without a weapon. lExchides 
rape and attempted rape, as well as attacks involving 
theft or attempted theft, which are classified as 
robbery. 

Burglary — Unlawful or forcible entry of a residence, 
usually, but not necessarily, attended by theft. Includes 
attempted forcible entry. ^ 

Central city — The largest city of a standard 
metropolitan statistical area (SMSA). ^ 

Community relations— Refers to question 14b 
(ways of improving police fferformancc) and includes 
two response categories: "Be more courteous, improve 
attitude, community relations'' and "DonH discrimi- 
.v':-'-nati5,'' Y > 

Downtown shopping area — The central shopping 
district of the city where the respondent lives. 

Evening entertainment— Refers to entertainment 
available in public places, such as restaurants, theaters, 
bowling alleys, nightclubs, bars, icecream parlors, etc. 
Excludes club meetings, shopping, and social visits to 
the homes of relatives or acquaintances. 

; Oen#r|il mtrctiandlse shopping— Refers to 
shoppitlj^ for goods other than food, such as clothing. 
fyrniiiirCs houscNvivrqs, etc. » , . . 

•X-J; Ht«(| of household— For classification purposes, 

: >o^^y xm inidiv^dual pfcr ho^ 
person, in husbdnd^\vite hbtjj^^^^^ 
arbit^^rily is considered to be tbe Head, In Other 
households^ the head person is the individual so 
regarded by its members; generally, that person is the 
chief breadwinner* 

Houttfiold-^Consists of the occu^fants of separate 
iiving quarters meetittg-^Uh«xi)f the foilowing criteria: 



(I) Persons, whether present or temporarily absent, 
whose usual place ol icsuJcmuv is the housing unit in 
ijucslion. i>i (2) Pcisons staMng in ihr houMng unit 
who have no usual place ol lesulencc elsewheie. 

Household attitude questions— Items I through 
7 of Form NCS 6. hor households that consist of ntore 
than one member, the questions apply to the entire 
household. 

Household larceny— I helt or attempted (helt ol 
property oi cash Irom a icsidence o\ its nnmediatc 
vicinity, rorcihle entry, altem|>led loicihle entry, or 
unlawful entry are not involved. 

Household respondent— A knowledgeable adult 
member of the household, most fi-cquently tlie head of 
household or that [K-rson s spouse. For each 
liousehold, such a person answci s the "household 
att'i.tude questions '* 

Individual attitude questions— Items 8 through 
16 of Form NCS 6. The questions apply to each 
person, not the entire household. 

Individual respondent — luich pcr^>on age 16 and 
over, inclyding the household respondent, who partici*- 
pates in the survey. All such persons answer the 
"individual attitude questions." 

Local police — The police force in the city where the 
respondent lives at the time of the interview. 

Major food shopping— Refers to shopping for the 
bulk of the household's groceries. 

Measured crimes — For the purpose of this report, 
the offenses ate rape, personal robbery, assault, 
personal larceny, burglary, household larceny, and 
motor vehicle theft, as determined by the victimization 
component of the survey. Includes both completed and 
attempted acts that occurred during the 12 months 
prior to the month of interview. 

Motor vehicle thelt—Stealing or unauthori/ed 
taking of a motor vehicle, including attempts at such 
acts. Motor vehicles include automobiles, trucks, 
motorcycles, and any other motorized vehicles legally 
allowed pn public roads and highways, 

N«i9hlH>rhood — The general vicinity of the 
respondent's dwelling. The boundaries of a neighbor- 
hood delipc an area with which the respondent 
ideniifiifis * 

NonVlbtlrt— Sec '*Not victini^^^^^^ 
■ ':N0tV^ report, 
T)*rr$bh$ not categorii^ed its ^•viciimiitcd V (see below) ate 
Cort^idercd. '*h^lj^climized/* 

Offender — The perpetrator of a crime. 

Operational practices — Refers to question 14b 
(ways of improving police performance) and includes 
four response categories: "Concentrates on more ' 
important duties, serious crime, etc."; "Be more 
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prompt, responsive, alert"; "Nccil more (raflic 
condor': ami "Need more policemen ol pai liculai (ype 
(loot, car) in certain areas or at certain times 

Personal larceny — Thclt o\ attempted theft t)l 
property or aish, either with contact (but without force 
or threat of -force) or without direct contact between 
vtetiin and offender. 

Paraonnel raaourcat — Refers to question 14b 
(ways of improving police perfornumcc) and iiicludcs 
two response categories: "Hue more policemen" and 
"Improve tiaming^ raise qualifications or pay, 
recruitment policies." 

Race — Determined by the interviewer upon obser- 
vation, and asked only about persons not related to the 
head of household who were not present at the time of 
interview. The racial categories distinguished arc 
white, black, and other I he category "other" consists 
mainly of American Indians and/or persons of Asian 
ancestry. 

P0p0_(^^arnal knowledge through the use of force 
or the threat of force, including attempts. Statutory 
^pc (without force) is excluded. Includes both 
heterosexual and homosexual rape 

Rate of victimization— See "Victimization rate," 
below. 

Robbery — 1 heft or attempted theft, directly from a 
person, of property or cash by force or threat of force, 
with or without a weapon. 

Series victimizations — I hrce or more criminal 
events similar, if not identical, in nature and incurred 
by a person unable to identify separately the details of 
each act, or, in some cases, to recount accurately the 
total number of such acts. The term is applicable to 
each of the crimes measured by the victimization 
component of the survey. 

Suburban or neighborhood shopping areas — 
Shopping centers or districts either outside the city 
limits or in outlying areas of the city neiii the 
respondent's residence. 

VIetim— See "Victimized/* below. 

Victimization — A specific criminal act as it affects a 
single victim, whether a pcison or household. In 
criminal acts against persons, the number of 
Victimizations is determined by the number of victims 
of such acts. Each criminal act against a household is 
assumed id ittvolve a single victim, the affected 
household; 

Victimization rata— For crimes against persons; 
the victimization rate, a ttieasure of occin reiicc among 
population groups at risk, is computed on the basis of 
the nuniber of victimi/iitions per 1,000 resident 
population age 12 and over. For crimes against 
householcis, victimization rates are calculated on the 



basis ol the nuiubci of victnni/ations pci 1.0(H) 
households. 

Victimized — loi the puiposc oi Jius lepoit. 
peisonsaic icnaiiicd as'^victimi/cir' il they mccJ cnher 
of two criteria. ( I ) They personally experienced one or 
more of the following criminal victimizations during 
the 12 months prior to the month ol mtei view: rape, 
personal robbery, assault, oi personal laiccny. Or, (2) 
they :iic members of a household that experienced one 
O! more ol the following cimui^al victmu/ations 
duMiig the same time liamc burglary, househi^ld 
larceny, or motoi vehicle thctt. 
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i)S. DEPART3MENT OP JU8TICI 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION 

USER EVALUATION QUESTIONt^IRE 

New Orteani: Public Attitude! About Crime 
0 . NCJ-46^42, 8D^NCS--C-27 



Dear Reader: 

The Law Enforcement Atiiitance Adminiitration it intereited in your comments and tuoo^itioni 
•bout thii report. We have provided thii form for whatever opinioni you with to expreii about it. Pleiie 
cut out both of ttvaie pagei, itapte them together on one corner, and fold to that the Law Enforcement 
Atiittance Admlnittrjition addresi appear! on the outside. After folding uie tape to teal dosed. No 
postage stemp Is necessary. 

Thank you for your help. 



/ 



1. For what purpose did you use this report? 



2. For that purpose, the report- □ Met most of my needs □ Met some of my needs □ Met none of my needs 



3. How will this report be useful to you? 

□ Data source 

CD Teaching material 

□ Reference for articia or raport 

□ Qanerel informetion 

□ Criminal iuftioe program planning 



D t)th#r (pfesse specify}^ 



U Will iv^i I** uiaf ul to ma (pf&s§€ expfMfn) . 




5. Can you point out specific pprts pf the text or table notes that are not clepr or terms that need to be defined? 
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^ ■ . ■ ■■ * 1 ■ 

e. Art th#r« wtyi thif rtport could be ImprovtcT that yoii h«v# not mentlonwl? 



7. PImm <ugo«it other topic* you would tik« to see iithlr«md in futtire analytic report* ujing National Crime 
Survey wictimixatlbn and/or attitude data. 
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8. In what capacity^did you use thit report? 

* □ Educator 

□ Student 

□ Criminal Juttlca agenoy amployee 

□ Qovernment othar than criminal (uttica - SfM/fy^ 

□ Other - Sp§e/fy~ — — 



V 



9. If you used this report as a governmentiil oiTlployee, please indicate th(\ level of govqrrv^ieiU. 
n F^m»l r 1 City 

I 1 Stiit« 1 1 Other SptH^/fy 

County ■ " ^ -J ■ — 



you used this report as a criminal justlct agency employee, please indicate the sector in which you work. 




AW f)nforcem«nt (polico) 
Loyal services and pros«cutton 
Public or private defense s«rvlces 
Courts or court ndmioistrAtion 
ID P»hatian 



I ) Corr<H:tion5 
i ) Parola 

• O Criminal justice planning agency ^ 
J^' CD Other criminal justice ag«ncy Sp^ify (ypv 



1_J I'aahatH 

11. If^you us 



ised this report as a criminal justice employee, please inc^^te the type ofj>osition you hold. 

Mark all that apply. " ^ .. _ ' 

Agency^or institution administrator Pxqgram or project manager 

- ' r 

Q Ganertil program planner/evaluator/analyst [D^tativtictan 

Budgat planner/evaluator/analyst I .] Other - Specify 

ID Operations or management planner/evaluator/analyst ^ 



12. Additional coh^ments 
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